
66.41% 87

23.66% 31

9.92% 13

Q1 Do you agree with our Vision Statement?
Answered: 131 Skipped: 0

TOTAL 131

# COMMENTS DATE

1 Conditionally The increased population will change much of the existing character of Otley not
always for the better because of the ????? linear growth of Otley, Ikley, pool, burley will create
another conurbation

11/13/2017 3:14 PM

2 With the addition of countless houses, with the "relief road" would do nothing as all roads are
already congested. So why build one?

11/13/2017 11:57 AM

3 Need for new road not proven Proper bypass ok. but "relief road" exists only to facilitate 550 new
houses - will create more traffic

11/13/2017 11:15 AM

4 Add category of "partly agree"! Where is the proof we need this road? Relief Road - will just put
550 (x2 cars) extra onto local roads. Otley needs a by-pass, not a road servicing yet more
housing. I cannot believe a transport study has not yet been done!

11/8/2017 2:23 PM

5 Otley will always be a dormitory town with major employment centring on Leeds. The so called
relief road will result in trade bypassing Otley.

11/7/2017 1:43 PM

6 Size of Otley too large and infrastructure developments, relief road etc, will create more problems
trading will be bypassed, better wages and job opportunities will always be available in Leeds and
more attractive

11/2/2017 3:22 PM

7 I think the overall aims are good. I know the focus is on East Otley, but please respect the Weston
Estate's needs and aspirations

11/2/2017 1:22 PM

8 A new road bridge over the Wharfe on the outskirts of town should be a long term objective. This
would make the town centre a more vibrant and healthier environment. Large trucks should be
prevented from using the 12th century bridge.

11/2/2017 11:27 AM

9 I think this is excellent and really captures the challenges, opportunities, uniqueness and character
of Otley

10/23/2017 12:54 PM
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10 I would like to see more emphasis placed on wildlife protection, beyond the stated Chevin and
River Wharfe. To include but not limited to Gallows Hill Nature Reserve and the Otley Wetlands
Nature Reserve.

10/21/2017 3:16 PM

11 I don't believe this project is right for Otley. The town is already creaking at the seams. It only
takes Charles Street to be closed for the whole place to be at a standstill. We cannot cope with
another 550 houses in addition to the Garnetts development. Smaller brownfield developments
should be the priority and should be at least 50% affordable housing. If this project goes ahead
Persimmon will do their damnedest to build as few affordable houses as possible

10/20/2017 9:36 PM

12 Although I do not disagree with the vision in principle I do feel it is a little too idealistic; given the
proposed growth of Otley, I find it difficult to believe that its essential character will remain intact
and it will look even more attractive than today. The vision talks about "sustainable development"
but there is little in the objectives which says how this sustainability is going to come about.

10/20/2017 8:20 PM

13 Iceni Projects on behalf of our client, Ideal Standard Ltd (Ideal Standard), make the proceeding
comments on the draft Otley Neighbourhood Plan. Ideal Standard support the general principles of
vision statement and overall aim set out in Chapter 4. In particular, support is given to the principle
of providing the right types of new homes for residents; promoting retail and tourism; and the
principle of ensuring a range of new employment opportunities are provided within Otley.

10/20/2017 3:04 PM

14 I would prefer to see more reference to employment opportunities in technology, manufacturing,
engineering of the future as well as creative, cultural and tourism.

10/20/2017 2:24 PM

15 Partly The vision should contain a plan to obtain control of the markets to offer small medium
enterprises a space of economic industrial commercial units

10/20/2017 1:51 PM

16 Partly The vision should contain a plan to obtain control of the markets to offer small medium
enterprises a space of economic industrial commercial units

10/20/2017 1:48 PM

17 Where do we get all these extra resources from? River Wharfe protection. Had to fight hard for
flood plain retention

10/20/2017 12:41 PM

18 The work by Sir Gary Verity to focus on Yorkshire visitors needs to be a main focus to generate
business opportunities and more appropriate shops.

10/20/2017 12:26 PM

19 I believe that the purpose of the “Relief Road” refered to in this statement would be more that of an
Access Road to the East of Otley development, which would have to be subject to 20mph limits in
keeping with other residential areas. Therefore it would NOT be a new bypass which relieves
current traffic problems. There needs to be a comprehensive transport study in place before any
development goes ahead. This study should be founded on a detailed traffic model: well calibrated
by surveys of current traffic flows, covering the town centre in sufficient detail to give meaningful
results, including the collection of sufficient origin/destination data, extending beyond the Otley
area sufficiently to assess the wider consequences of the relief road.

10/20/2017 12:11 PM

20 High aspirations - lets hope they can be delivered 10/20/2017 11:27 AM

21 No more buildings!!! 10/20/2017 11:02 AM

22 Otley's infrastructure and proposed infrastructure will not accommodate the proposed groth. For a
start a new a new bridges required. Not enough doctors, dentists etc.

10/20/2017 9:28 AM

23 Slight concern that some of the wording regarding Otley being sustainable and self sufficient and
not just a suburb of Leeds may tap into innate parochialism and nostalgia. I would like to see a
positive attitude for Otley in relation to Leeds, Bradford and the world outside Yorkshire!

10/20/2017 8:52 AM
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24 There is no evidence to support the effectiveness of a relief road, when the bottle necks are not
clearly identified to be within the region of the proposed relief road. If the consequence of a relief
road is to enable building on green belt areas, this will indeed increase congestion to an already
pressurised infrastrcuture and make this a less desirable place to live and actually a very difficult /
unfeasible commute. If there is a desire to offer better transport links, there should be
consideration over rail networks. You can't overcome this by statements of improving employment
in the region, without being specific over how you're going to achieve this. The language in this
plan is designed to be universally acceptable. Let's take an example - 'Right sort of homes for local
people' - what does this specifically mean? Where there is still room to manipulate the consensus
of the community to suit corporate agendas that are specifically designed to increase value for
shareholders, how is the community going to flourish? Fundamentally we are approaching this in
the wrong way. We are setting out what is right for the community with ambiguous language that
enables 3rd parties to take advantages without being specific themselves because we have not
been specific at the outset. The mention of being a 'more attractive' town than today needs
substantiating. How will we measure this? Who's version of attractive will this be? If we accept
plans to build on green belt areas, this will significantly destabilise the values for which your vision
depends.

10/19/2017 10:19 PM

25 This should be expanded to include long term environmental and food security including mitigating
flood risk to housing, green space (including impacts on wildlife) and food production (including
farming and allotments), minimising and mitigating the impact of the global climate crisis by
contributing to carbon reduction and addressing the impact on Otley of the emerging global food
crisis by increasing opportunities and allocating space for local food production.

10/19/2017 9:49 PM

26 Except for the enlarged population no evidence is given to support what is at best a wish list. How
is the vision to be financed.

10/19/2017 2:04 PM

27 I agree with most of the overall statement, however, remove “relief road” from this statement. 10/19/2017 1:55 PM

28 I agree with the bulk of this. However, the proposed relief road cannot be classed as an
infrastructure improvement - it is required due to the large number of proposed new dwellings
which will result in an increase in traffic. It will not relieve our already congested roads as there
will be significantly more cars on them. To relieve our roads we need a bypass - or less new
houses.

10/19/2017 11:54 AM

29 Living in Ings Lane, I am most concerned with the East of Otley proposals. I would prefer no
development at all, as Otley's (and Leeds') resources all seem to be at full stretch already and not
all brownfield sites are yet built upon, as they should be before greenfield is used. If there is to be
EoO housing, the relief road must be built first, and must be a genuine relief road, ie decent width
capable of taking heavy traffic, not the narrowest likely to gain approval.

10/19/2017 10:50 AM

30 Iceni Projects on behalf of our client, Ideal Standard Ltd (Ideal Standard), make the proceeding
comments on draft Otley Neighbourhood Plan. Ideal Standard support the general principles of
vision statement and overall aim set out in Chapter 4. In particular, support is given to the principle
of providing the right types of new homes for residents; promoting retail and tourism; and the
principle of ensuring a range of new employment opportunities are provided within Otley.

10/19/2017 10:12 AM

31 But i fear what will really happen is a gridlocked town. Control over landlords charging excessive
rents for retailers needs exercising. Retail outlets are dwindling because they are unaffordable

10/19/2017 8:01 AM

32 I believe that the purpose of the “Relief Road” refered to in this statement would be more that of an
Access Road to the East of Otley development, which would have to be subject to 20mph limits in
keeping with other residential areas. Therefore it would NOT be a new bypass which relieves
current traffic problems. There needs to be a comprehensive transport study in place before any
development goes ahead. This study should be founded on a detailed traffic model: well calibrated
by surveys of current traffic flows, covering the town centre in sufficient detail to give meaningful
results, including the collection of sufficient origin/destination data, extending beyond the Otley
area sufficiently to assess the wider consequences of the relief road.

10/18/2017 11:38 PM

33 I believe that the purpose of the “Relief Road” refered to in this statement would be more that of an
Access Road to the East of Otley development, which would have to be subject to 20mph limits in
keeping with other residential areas. Therefore it would NOT be a new bypass which relieves
current traffic problems. There needs to be a comprehensive transport study in place before any
development goes ahead. This study should be founded on a detailed traffic model: well calibrated
by surveys of current traffic flows, covering the town centre in sufficient detail to give meaningful
results, including the collection of sufficient origin/destination data, extending beyond the Otley
area sufficiently to assess the wider consequences of the relief road.

10/18/2017 9:22 PM
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34 Hard to disagree but of course the test will be in delivering this vision. For example the aim of
improving Otley for cycling is heavily constrained by the heavy traffic and already high levels of
congestion, likely to increase as the population expands. Improving transport infrastructure or
providing cycle routes difficult given the historic development and layout of the town.

10/18/2017 7:59 PM

35 Hard not to agree with this vision, but of course the challenge is in delivering it! Needs real vision
and committment to e.g. improve Otley for cyclists, given the already congested road layout and
likelihood of increased traffic. Traffic infrastructure is of course heavily constrained by historic
building patternns

10/18/2017 7:08 PM

36 The need for a new road is not proven. A ‘Relief Road’ is proposed, but this is only to facilitate
building and provide access to a large number of homes on green fields to the east of Otley. The
number of houses (550 has been mooted) will only increase traffic in Otley, and the proposed
Relief Road will do nothing to alleviate this.

10/18/2017 11:15 AM

37 I Do not agree that a relief road isnecessaty, other than to provide for excessive new buildings.
Given that this is highly contentious anyway, the need for a raid is highly dubious.

10/18/2017 11:09 AM

38 But .. Otley never likely to be a 'suburb' of Leeds within accepted use of the term and there is no
explanation of how Otley 'will command greater resources' - where will these come from? Are we
expecting LCC to return funds to the town from sale of inherited Otley assets?

10/18/2017 10:47 AM

39 I believe that the purpose of this “Relief Road” would be more that of an Access Road to the East
of Otley development, which would have to be subject to 20mph limits in keeping with other
residential areas. Therefore it would NOT be a new bypass which relieves current traffic problems.
There needs to be a comprehensive transport study in place before any development goes ahead.
This study should be founded on a detailed traffic model: well calibrated by surveys of current
traffic flows, covering the town centre in sufficient detail to give meaningful results, including the
collection of sufficient origin/destination data, extending beyond the Otley area sufficiently to
assess the wider consequences of the relief road.

10/17/2017 8:48 PM

40 I believe that the purpose of this “Relief Road” would be more that of an Access Road to the East
of Otley development, which would have to be subject to 20mph limits in keeping with other
residential areas. Therefore it would NOT be a new bypass which relieves current traffic problems.
There needs to be a comprehensive transport study in place before any development goes ahead.
This study should be founded on a detailed traffic model: well calibrated by surveys of current
traffic flows, covering the town centre in sufficient detail to give meaningful results, including the
collection of sufficient origin/destination data, extending beyond the Otley area sufficiently to
assess the wider consequences of the relief road.

10/17/2017 6:35 PM

41 It's a little bit "motherhood" "apple pie" based. Not sure about music and pubs underpinning the
economy

10/17/2017 1:26 PM

42 Especially the emphasis on the environment and wildlife 10/17/2017 1:10 PM

43 The need for a new road is not proven. A 'Relief Road' is proposed, only to facilitate building on
green fields, some 550 houses are proposed. These will only increase traffic and the proposed
Relief Road will do nothing to alleviate this.

10/16/2017 1:46 PM

44 The vision statement is not realistic nor achievable given the extent of development Otley is likely
to see. This development will not make it more attractive and a large section of the 'rural setting'
will have been built on and therefore destroyed.

10/16/2017 12:09 PM

45 There are some inherent contradictions 10/16/2017 7:51 AM

46 Some inherent contradictions. 10/16/2017 7:10 AM

47 "The town’s retail facilities will be very much improved and build on Otley’s history as a distinctive,
independent shopping centre rooted in local traders and businesses and a strong market culture."
If this is the case, then why have companies like Costa, Wetherspoon's, Gregg's, and Bargain
Booze been allowed to open branches here?

10/15/2017 7:04 PM

48 Not enough mention of sustainability, affordable housing, green energy, community spaces, or
nature.

10/14/2017 10:38 AM

49 Although I would like to see more emphasis on our natural assets - ie I believe that the reason
Otley is a desirable and high quality place to live and work is in large part due to its setting in
Lower Wharfedale, the proximity of Nidderdale AONB and the ease of access to wildlife rich public
spaces.

10/13/2017 5:07 PM
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50 The bigger Otley becomes the greater the trend of becoming a Leeds suburb. Otleys character will
be lost by growth development

10/13/2017 8:31 AM

51 Broadly although with amendments and additions. You need to include a commitment to
affordable housing that is built sustainably. You also need to include a commitment to enabling
older people to remain in their own homes for as long as possible, and to making the town 'age
friendly'.

10/13/2017 8:05 AM

52 Tt 10/7/2017 8:58 PM

53 It says in the 4th paragraph that "its national status as an ever growing cycling club..." Otley is also
a nationally accredited Walkers are Welcome town! The sentence should read 'its national status
as an ever-growing cycling and walking hub...'

10/7/2017 1:36 PM

54 I feel particular emphasis on the sustainability and identity of Otley as a community separate from
Leeds is important.

10/7/2017 9:59 AM

55 A good idea but how effective will it be? 10/5/2017 12:36 PM

56 Second para, first sentence should read "right sort of homes for all". 10/4/2017 11:06 AM

57 But there's no mention of harnessing the hydro-electric power of the Wharfe to make the town
more sustainable.

10/2/2017 9:24 AM

58 il ike to see and preserve otley green land 9/10/2017 9:04 AM

59 I do not want otley to become any larger , it will merge into Leeds commuter belt and lose its
identity as a small market town, the town is already fit to burst with school Drs and road
overwhelmed . The fact that building is being approved in green belt is a disgrace. Otley needs to
be improved but not expanded.

9/9/2017 8:55 AM
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82.44% 108

9.16% 12

8.40% 11

Q2 Do you agree with our Overall Aim?
Answered: 131 Skipped: 0

TOTAL 131

# COMMENTS: DATE

1 Important to add that Newall Parish is enclave within North Yorkshire so Otley is on cusp between
Leeds and Harrogate and so the plan is a special example of cross county collaboration

11/14/2017 3:06 PM

2 Can we be sure of preserving the essential character (and its attractiveness) in the face of the
building etc. Relief road first please.

11/13/2017 3:14 PM

3 The new houses will be expensive and not necessary provide affordable housing for local people. 11/13/2017 11:57 AM

4 New houses will not lower prices & increase affordability 11/13/2017 11:15 AM

5 But building the proposed "relief road" + adding 550 new houses (which will not bring the prices
down) is not the way to achieve this.

11/8/2017 2:23 PM

6 Loss of employment land will make new employment difficult to attract, whilst more homes will
overload facilities.

11/7/2017 1:43 PM

7 Aim okay, but it is how it is achieved that is the issue 11/2/2017 3:22 PM

8 But even though the rail corridor must be kept free of any development and is this unlikely to have
rail connection. We must have better bus service.

11/2/2017 1:22 PM

9 Excellent summary of what is needed. Could this also reference a 'better quality of life' for all its
residents?

10/23/2017 12:54 PM

10 As above. 10/20/2017 3:04 PM

11 Partly 10/20/2017 1:51 PM

12 Partly 10/20/2017 1:48 PM

13 Would like to see more specific reference to biodiversity assets 10/20/2017 1:47 PM

14 Definitely need to enhance the architecture and history by legislative planning control. 10/20/2017 12:26 PM
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15 100% agree 10/20/2017 11:27 AM

16 Do not build on our green environment!!! 10/20/2017 11:02 AM

17 Otley's unique environment + heritage will be diluted by this growth not enhanced. The
employment opps will full well short of increased population proposals.

10/20/2017 9:28 AM

18 The reason for answering 'don't know', is not due to any uncertainty in what is agreed or not
agreed. We agree with most of the overall aim. However, we specifically do not agree that
'affordable housing' as an overall aim, should supersede the protection of areas of natural beauty -
this should include not superceding green land or areas where homes are sympathetic to tradition
(e.g. not allowing pre-fabricated homes - 'affordable homes'- in areas where victorian stone
houses are situated).

10/19/2017 10:19 PM

19 Aim high! 10/19/2017 2:04 PM

20 Short and positive, however I am puzzled, even inclined to object to the hypotheses around
affordable. As much of any development as is reasonable and possible must simply, be affordable,
and suitable supportive schemes and ideas part of any application. And no wriggling to reduce
numbers after approval.

10/19/2017 10:50 AM

21 As above. 10/19/2017 10:12 AM

22 However, please note that new homes will not increase affordability or provide homes for local
people, since they are typically more expensive per square metre than existing housing (see
Garnett’s Wharf development) and are mainly bought by people from outside the area. Developers
will sell to the highest bidders. Building the proposed Relief Road and 1200 new houses in Otley is
not the way to achieve affordability.

10/18/2017 11:15 AM

23 However, new buildings will not necessarily provide affordable homes or homes for local people.
New builds are more likely to bring in people from outside. The current plans for a road and new
buildings do NOT mean that this meets the aims.

10/18/2017 11:09 AM

24 Provided that aim refers to 'the application of sustainable development principles' rather than the
vague 'sustainable Otley'

10/18/2017 10:47 AM

25 Concern about the "range of employment opportunities". The town is becoming over reliant on
hospitality and retail. Low wage economy.

10/17/2017 1:26 PM

26 New houses will not lower prices or increase affordability for local people. This has been shown
time and time again across England. Developers will sell to the highest bidders, usually from
outside the area. Building the proposed Relief Road and adding c1200 new houses in Otley is not
the way to achieve this.

10/16/2017 1:46 PM

27 To a degree. I do not agree that Otley needs anymore housing; affordable or otherwise. 10/16/2017 12:09 PM

28 However, I would like to see biodiversity enhancement included as a specific part of the aim rather
than being lumped in with 'environment'.

10/13/2017 5:07 PM

29 We need to remain a small market town with heritage green fields. Expansion will destroy the town
and grid lock it.

10/13/2017 8:31 AM

30 Ttt 10/7/2017 8:58 PM

31 Not sure about the use of the word 'affordable' within the overall aim - I would prefer 'range of
employment opportunities and housing mix'....that supports an active and inclusive community and
' maximises the use of Otley's natural assets whilst....'

10/4/2017 11:06 AM

32 keep otley green field and wild life and hedgehog protection 9/10/2017 9:04 AM

33 As above. The key objectives are just a wish list. One are quantified or costs, I don't believe
anyone wants more homes built , just an imorivement of existing facilities and infrastructure which
is inadequate now. Address the issues and get otley right now before you move onto make it
bigger. I believe you need to tackle Leeds cc and planning who are clearly not interested in
preserving otley in anyway . Until you regain control of our community Leeds will be able to turn
otley into whatever it wants. They may pretend to consult but rarely do they take action for
example the new development up meagill rise is nothing short of s disgrace. As for more cycle
routes that doesn't help my elderly mother or me get to work and drop my soon at school which i
would add is not I. Otley become he couldn't get a school place, you can't get an appoint,net at a
gp in good time either. Sort out the infrastrucre and tidy up existing a derelict ahead , give
discounts to shops to set up locally and support local businesses and then when you have sorted
all this consider if it's advisable to make otley bigger.

9/9/2017 8:55 AM
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Q3 What do you think of our 8 objectives? Please indicate any that you
DON'T agree with and tell us why.

Answered: 83 Skipped: 48

# RESPONSES DATE

1 Please add garden allotments for Newall Parish. There is disproportionately fewer per capita than
south of river Wharfe. Impose development condition to achieve such outcome in Newall please

11/14/2017 3:06 PM

2 without full support from the ultimate planning authority can we guarantee control of the developers
sticking to the plan' they have already their own amendments

11/13/2017 3:14 PM

3 Good in principle but it seems that greenfields will be lost whilst brown field sites are neglected -
this takes the "rural" character of Otley a turns it into a suburb

11/13/2017 11:57 AM

4 Aims are excellent but the plan will largely fail to achieve them! 11/13/2017 11:15 AM

5 I think the last point should specifically state that green spaces should be protected 11/9/2017 3:45 PM

6 Housing - Define "local" + how to enforce? You cant! "Affordable homes" Are not affordable for
most anyway. New homes will be bought by the highest bidder from outside as per usual. New
employment should not conflict with the environment or impact on the amenity of existing
residents.

11/8/2017 2:23 PM

7 Leisure / community facilities Where are you going to locate all these extra facilities when land is
already at a premium?

11/7/2017 1:43 PM

8 Ambitious – but great objectives for a thriving town 11/7/2017 11:23 AM

9 Where? "Leisure and community facilities" protect "rich built heritage" when building like the
mechanics institute and Yeoman Pub just left for years

11/2/2017 3:22 PM

10 Special emphasis on infrastructure and transport improvement, before any major housing
development

11/2/2017 2:28 PM

11 What are RIGHT types of homes. Yes mostly 11/2/2017 1:22 PM

12 A new bridge (as above) should be a long term objective, otherwise a well through thought through
plan generally, but traffic management and speed limits omitted.

11/2/2017 11:27 AM

13 Agree with all of them. In addition Otley requires a Leisure Centre with swimming pool 11/2/2017 10:50 AM

14 All very good. Could/should community facilities objective reference 'cultural' as well as
'community' facilities?

10/23/2017 12:54 PM

15 Good 10/23/2017 12:15 PM

16 The 8 objectives are vague at best, it is hard to feel strongly about any of them. 10/21/2017 3:16 PM

17 It is disappointing that there is no desire to prevent or at least reduce the building on greenfield
sites and/or conservation areas

10/20/2017 9:36 PM

18 The objectives are generally fine though I would like to see something more about how the town is
going to be made sustainable and self-sufficient.

10/20/2017 8:20 PM
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19 The overall 8 objectives appear acceptable in principle. However, we briefly comment on the
following objectives: • To ensure that new employment opportunities are provided in the town; • To
support and regenerate the local economy; • To ensure the provision of better community and
leisure facilities for all; Whilst the above-mentioned objectives are supported in principle,
consideration needs to be given to paragraph 22 of the National Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF). Paragraph 22 essentially outlines that adopted planning policies should avoid the long-
term protection of sites allocated for employment uses where there is no reasonable prospect of
the site being used for that purpose. Furthermore, the paragraph outlines that where there is no
reasonable prospect of a site being used for the allocated employment use, applications for
alternative uses of land or buildings should be treated on their merits having regard to market
signals and the relative need for different land uses to support sustainable local communities. In
this context, proposed allocation policies in Chapter 5 should provide more flexibility on the range
and type of uses, including employment that could potentially be provided on allocated sites.

10/20/2017 3:04 PM

20 I agree with the objectives, but think that Objective 1 on homes is not specific enough about
requiring affordable homes of low-carbon energy efficiency.

10/20/2017 2:24 PM

21 I think the inclusion of affordable housing is too vague Each development should have a targeted
elent of that within otley

10/20/2017 1:51 PM

22 I think the inclusion of affordable housing is too vague Each development should have a targeted
elent of that within otley

10/20/2017 1:48 PM

23 Suggest amalgamating objectives 2 and 3 which appear very similar and splitting last objective so
that wildlife and nature conservation are a specific objective in their own right.

10/20/2017 1:47 PM

24 I agree with them 10/20/2017 1:07 PM

25 I agree with all 8 objectives 10/20/2017 12:54 PM

26 Right type of houses! Seems to be a preference for luxury accommodation What about buildings of
interest outside of conservation area? How are they included in plan?

10/20/2017 12:41 PM

27 I agree with all the 8 objectives. They cover all of my concerns. 10/20/2017 12:32 PM

28 To identify what the right types of homes are i.e. new starter homes To protect and promote Otley's
heritage i.e. I propose historical sign boards around the town centre. Quality design must be
controlled conservation team.

10/20/2017 12:26 PM

29 Agree with all 8 objectives 10/20/2017 11:32 AM

30 Fully support - there needs to be affordable housing and good quality housing to bring in spending
power.

10/20/2017 11:27 AM

31 Excellent 10/20/2017 11:13 AM

32 All sounds good 10/20/2017 9:50 AM

33 Not enough employment opps will arise "Leisure facilities" Otley cant cope with the increased
traffic, its grid locked as it is. new housing won't increase Otley's heritage. Building new large
estates does not protect landscape etc.

10/20/2017 9:28 AM
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34 • To ensure that homes, of the right types, are built to meet the needs of local people; In principle,
this sounds good. However, we should define what the right homes are for the local people.
Indeed the local people should define this. As a local family, our version of the right home is one
that is in keeping with the local environment. That extends to building homes out of natural stone,
as well as not building homes on green belt land. The reason many of us in the community
originally chose to live or stay here is because of the natural beauty. This extends far beyond the
two designated spots (Otley Chevin / the river) which are already at capacity for various amenities.
• To ensure that new employment opportunities are provided in the town; agree. • To support and
regenerate the local economy; Agree - We should look at the business sectors that we're
supporting to open within the community. There should be a defined market for our town based on
research and potential and we should be aligning ourselves to appealing to that market as well as
looking to what our own community desires. • To ensure the provision of better community and
leisure facilities for all; agree • To improve transport infrastructure and develop safer routes; Safer
routes does not mean more roads. Let's discuss reopening the rail network to Otley. • To protect
and enhance Otley’s rich built heritage; The provision of relief roads to enable building on green
belt areas fundamentally goes against this principle. • To encourage quality design in buildings and
places; This is subjective. Please specify how 'quality designs' will be determined. Earlier
reference is to 'affordable housing'. Which is it? • To protect and enhance landscape, wildlife and
nature conservation interests. Achieving this is more than just protecting Otley Chevin and the
river. What makes Otley special is considerably more than this. The objectives and vision need to
reflect this principle. Let's protect all of our green belt land.

10/19/2017 10:19 PM

35 Objective 8 needs expanding as indicated above. 10/19/2017 9:49 PM

36 The objectives are fine, how will they become reality? 10/19/2017 2:04 PM

37 I agree with them 10/19/2017 1:55 PM

38 Good and comprehensive 10/19/2017 1:34 PM

39 Overall these are good, but the wording needs to be stronger. We should not encourage quality
design, but ensure it. We should also have the aim of protecting our greenfield spaces, building
only on the brownfield sites which are plentiful. Transport infrastructure needs to be not only
improved, but improved in addition to being increased to cope with new residents in new housing.

10/19/2017 11:54 AM

40 As general objectives, carrying little detail, they are good. Devil will be in the detail. I would have
liked to see a specific 9th objective on schools provision, and number four should perhaps include
medical and care provisions. Too important for generalisms.

10/19/2017 10:50 AM

41 All seem sensible 10/19/2017 10:47 AM

42 The overall 8 objectives appear acceptable in principle. However, we briefly comment on the
following objectives: • To ensure that new employment opportunities are provided in the town; • To
support and regenerate the local economy; • To ensure the provision of better community and
leisure facilities for all; Whilst the above-mentioned objectives are supported in principle,
consideration needs to be given to paragraph 22 of the National Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF). Paragraph 22 essentially outlines that adopted planning policies should avoid the long-
term protection of sites allocated for employment uses where there is no reasonable prospect of
the site being used for that purpose. Furthermore, the paragraph outlines Where there is no
reasonable prospect of a site being used for the allocated employment use, applications for
alternative uses of land or buildings should be treated on their merits having regard to market
signals and the relative need for different land uses to support sustainable local communities. In
this context, proposed allocation policies in Chapter 5 should provide more flexibility on the range
and type of employment uses that could potentially be provided on allocated sites.

10/19/2017 10:12 AM

43 I agree 10/19/2017 8:01 AM

44 I agree. 10/18/2017 11:38 PM

45 I agree with them. 10/18/2017 9:22 PM

46 Fine as they stand. Does homes of the right type include sustainable, energy efficient homes at
relatively high density but well designed environment?

10/18/2017 7:59 PM

47 As above. All fine but need to deliver. What are right type of buildings? Truly sustainable and
energy efficient, relatively high density but quality environment

10/18/2017 7:08 PM

48 Good 10/18/2017 4:14 PM

49 Very good 10/18/2017 4:02 PM
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50 I agree with them, but there needs to be an additional objective to protect and preserve existing
green field sites, and to build only on brownfield sites, of which there are plenty. Building a large
number of new homes on green fields deprives Otley of its ‘lungs’ - i.e. the places people go to get
fresh air, walk dogs, play ball games etc. These objectives will not be achieved through building
1200 new homes and/or a new road. You need to define ‘affordable’, otherwise developers will
ignore this objective.

10/18/2017 11:15 AM

51 They lack an important factor. Namely to prioritise brownfield over greenfield sites. The current
plans to use precious greenfield will leave the town poorer and deprive it of valuable resources
and character.

10/18/2017 11:09 AM

52 Amend to 'protect and enhance the distinctiveness of Otley's rich built heritage. 10/18/2017 10:47 AM

53 I agree. 10/17/2017 8:48 PM

54 I agree. 10/17/2017 6:35 PM

55 Transport infrastructure, how influential is local input? Not in the local gift - unfortunately 10/17/2017 1:26 PM

56 Good - especially the last one with its emphasis in the environment 10/17/2017 1:21 PM

57 All good especially number 8 with its environmental emphasis 10/17/2017 1:15 PM

58 Happy with them especially the last one. 10/17/2017 1:10 PM

59 Agree with all 10/17/2017 1:10 PM

60 Would suggest that the transport infrastructure is paramount, while still protecting local landscape
and wildlife.

10/16/2017 8:08 PM

61 Quality design should include building energy efficient homes and buildings. 10/16/2017 6:20 PM

62 I agree with them. But the Neighbourhood Plan will largely fail to achieve them. There must also be
an objective to maintain green field sites within the town and only use brown field sites for any new
building.

10/16/2017 1:46 PM

63 1. I don't agree that any more homes are required in Otley. 10/16/2017 12:09 PM

64 Good 10/16/2017 7:56 AM

65 I broadly agree 10/16/2017 7:51 AM

66 I agree with them 10/16/2017 7:10 AM

67 How do you define the "right type" of home? That's extremely vague. Judging by the inefficient,
overpriced houses that have been built in places like Garnett's Wharfe, the "right type" doesn't
really mean much.

10/15/2017 7:04 PM

68 I agree with them. They kind of make my answer to question 1 moot 10/14/2017 10:38 AM

69 Objectives 2 and 3 are very similar and could be rolled in to one objective. In objective 5 I would
add 'safer routes for walkers and cyclists away from traffic'. Objective 7 - I assume the intention is
for high quality design. As it stands the objective is ambiguous as the type of quality is not defined.
Objective 8 - This should be split into two objectives - one for landscape and visual and one for
biodiversity. I would suggest the following objective for biodiversity; To protect, extend and
enhance provision of biodiversity assets and land dedicated to nature conservation making wildlife
accessible to all.

10/13/2017 5:07 PM

70 Agree with them But would add for bullet point 1 before homes add 'sustainable' Bullet 5 after safer
add 'cycling' routes

10/13/2017 12:58 PM

71 Agree but for Objectives bullet point 1 before homes add 'sustainable' Bullet 5 after safer add
'cycling' routes

10/13/2017 12:48 PM

72 Dont agree with any of the objectives, they are not realistic 10/13/2017 8:31 AM

73 I agree with them broadly Amendment: To insist upon quality design in buildings and places -
stronger statement than 'encourage'

10/13/2017 8:05 AM

74 The objectives seem well thought out to me 10/11/2017 2:59 PM

75 They are beneficial overall for the town. 10/9/2017 10:10 AM

76 T 10/7/2017 8:58 PM
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77 I would add 'To promote Otley as a cycling and walking destination' 10/7/2017 1:36 PM

78 1. Amend 'local people' to needs of all 2. To ensure new employment provision and opportunities 4.
To ensure the provision and retention of community and leisure facilities for all

10/4/2017 11:06 AM

79 Yes, I agree with all. You don't mention environmental sustainability. 10/2/2017 9:24 AM

80 the objectives are fine but very general. Transport and travel does not address the single item of
most concern to a great majority of Otley residents, the severe congestion on the towns roads. this
is especially true of traffic travelling from the north of the river. This problem has become
increasingly worse in recent years with the addition of more houses north of the river and the
introduction of an ill conceived one way system which has caused increased traffic to be diverted
into the junction at Manor square and resultant chaos in the centre of Otley and huge traffic jams
down over the bridge to main roads North of the river, especially at certain times of the day. How
can this be good for the town and its development?

9/25/2017 8:36 PM

81 YES OK 9/17/2017 2:36 PM

82 Greater focus on maintaining jobs and light industrial premises needed 9/9/2017 9:40 AM

83 its all about making money from development, nothing is costed, or specified, just a load of
bureaucratic speak. Interpreted by experts who have translated comments into a so called plan of
action

9/9/2017 8:55 AM
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71.43% 75

11.43% 12

17.14% 18

Q4 Do you agree with Policy GE1?
Answered: 105 Skipped: 26

TOTAL 105

# COMMENTS: DATE

1 Please create garden allotments in Newell Parish, additional to small group on crossways and
Prince Henry Road. Consider church parish vacan land G772 Newell Carr Road PO5 or
development above Meagill Rise from St Davids Road

11/14/2017 3:10 PM

2 But no development on the bridge and cattle market site that compromises the flood plain 11/13/2017 3:15 PM

3 Otley chevin special area needs to extend North to include the fields south of Danefield Terrace &
West of East Busk Lane

11/13/2017 11:57 AM

4 This will be difficult to prevent – e.g. old cattle market site adjacent to bridge. 11/7/2017 1:48 PM

5 Strongly agree 11/2/2017 3:33 PM

6 Absolutely 11/2/2017 1:28 PM

7 Extend East Busk Lane conservation to include the lane itself beyond the houses because of its
historic form - curves following ends of plough strips and important wildlife and nesting sites for
ground nesting birds - curlews and lapwings.

11/2/2017 11:30 AM

8 My only observation is to ask why LCC's that designation does not extend westward up to the
Bradford boundary?

10/23/2017 1:01 PM

9 I would like to see more restrictions placed on development companies with special measures
taken to make the new homes future proof and environmentally friendly. Namely by making the
homes affordable and zero carbon.

10/21/2017 3:32 PM

10 All relevant views from Appendix 5 should be listed in full as part of the policy as I understand that
the appendices do not carry any weight,

10/20/2017 8:45 PM
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11 I would prefer to see the possibility of the need for renerwable energy generation not be ruled out
by this policy - at some point, it may be necessary to utilise the wind generation ability when our
need for low carbon energy becomes even more pressing. This can be done with sensitivity to the
landscape.

10/20/2017 2:32 PM

12 I agree with the policy overall, but the Otley Chevin Special Landscape area should be extended
northward to include the fields up to East Busk Lane and Danefield Terrace.

10/20/2017 2:30 PM

13 The proposed new housing will not contribute positively to any points in GE1! 10/20/2017 9:38 AM

14 This is not a large enough area to reflect what makes Otley special. As mentioned previously,
Otley's appeal is not limited to Otley Chevin and the river. Through unsympathetic or aggressive
development (500 homes on green belt areas for example) this will put more strain on the places
we cherish and take away the attributes that make them currently appealing.

10/19/2017 10:54 PM

15 Relevant views within Appendix 5 should be included in the policy. 10/19/2017 2:22 PM

16 The Chevin will also suffer if numbers of visitors increase beyond the capacity of the area to cope
without disturbing the ecosystem and wildlife. There has been no increase in the size of Otley
Chevin country park since the 1980s, but the number of visitors has increased substantially and
this is likely to continue given the proposed housing developments in the area and the aspiration to
encourage tourism set out in this consultation. The only way for Otley Chevin to stay such a
special place for recreation and wildlife is if the physical size of it increases to accommodate the
extra visitors. Please could you include this in our Neighbourhood Plan.

10/19/2017 1:57 PM

17 Otley Chevin Special Landscape Area omits the fields south of Danefield Terrace and south and
west of East Busk Lane. This needs to be rectified. These fields contain grazing land, ancient
hedgerows and are of high scenic quality and fine views.

10/19/2017 12:46 PM

18 A hugely valuable resource 10/19/2017 11:27 AM

19 This is a response on behalf of the Board of Otley Courthouse so we are only responding to parts
of the NP which refer, or impact on, Otley Courthouse.

10/19/2017 10:51 AM

20 N/A 10/19/2017 10:34 AM

21 I agree with the policy, but the Otley Chevin Special Landscape area should be extended
northward to include the fields up to East Busk Lane and Danefield Terrace.

10/18/2017 11:42 PM

22 I agree with the policy, but the Otley Chevin Special Landscape area should be extended
northward to include the fields up to East Busk Lane and Danefield Terrace.

10/18/2017 9:28 PM

23 Any development should favour sustainable low impact recreational facilities. 10/18/2017 8:40 PM

24 Meaning of 'interesting topography' unclear so how would attention be applied? 10/18/2017 12:33 PM

25 The special landscape area is inadequate, and must include north to Danefield terrace, and south
and west of east busk lane. Otley must not become a sprawling suburb of leeds. It should retain
character with surrounding green spaces.

10/18/2017 11:29 AM

26 Otley Chevin Special Landscape Area needs to extend northward to include the fields south of
Danefield Terrace and south and west of East Busk Lane.

10/18/2017 11:19 AM

27 I agree with the policy, but the Otley Chevin Special Landscape area should be extended
northward to include the fields up to East Busk Lane and Danefield Terrace.

10/17/2017 8:52 PM

28 I agree with the policy, but the Otley Chevin Special Landscape area should be extended
northward to include the fields up to East Busk Lane and Danefield Terrace.

10/17/2017 8:27 PM

29 Details of the relevant views should be included within the Policy GE1, not as an Appendix. 10/16/2017 8:24 PM

30 Otley Chevin Special Landscape Area needs to extend northward to include the fields up to East
Busk Lane and Danefield Terrace.

10/16/2017 2:24 PM

31 There should be no development on any green field/green belt spaces. 10/16/2017 12:25 PM

32 All the relevant views within Appendix 5 should be replicated in full within this policy. 10/16/2017 7:58 AM

33 All the relevant views within Appendix 5 should be reproduced in full within this policy. 10/16/2017 7:39 AM

34 I don't think visual unity is as important as sustainability and affordability when building new
housing. I would rather see innovative passive houses being built, that don't necessarily fit in with
the old character of the town, than expensive, poorly sourced, and poorly insulated stone houses
that look like they were designed 100 years ago.

10/14/2017 10:50 AM
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35 Expansion will destroy the green environment. Green fields will be lost flood plans built on 10/13/2017 8:38 AM

36 All the relevant views within Appendix 5 should be replicated within this policy. 10/9/2017 10:28 AM

37 All the relevant views within Appendix 5 should be replicated in full within this policy. 10/7/2017 4:27 PM

38 All the relevant views within Appendix 5 should be replicated in full within this policy. 10/7/2017 10:39 AM

39 Yes, I live on West Chevin Road so this is great! 10/2/2017 9:32 AM

40 Important to keep free 9/11/2017 12:31 PM
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68.57% 72

17.14% 18

14.29% 15

Q5 Do you agree with Policy GE2?
Answered: 105 Skipped: 26

TOTAL 105

# COMMENTS: DATE

1 Please clarify that the Otley disused railway and riverside corridor extend outside Otley
neighbourhood plan area. Engagement with adjoining councils are essential to ensure these
connections are conserved.

11/14/2017 3:10 PM

2 The neighbourhood plan conflicts with Leeds core strategy to "protect from development" the
green infrastructure inc fields of Denefield Terrace

11/13/2017 12:07 PM

3 Your Neighbourhood Plan doesn't agree with the Leeds core strategy map which shows on page
20 the strategic green infrastructure which protects HX1 - 26 from development as it is in the
Conservation Area

11/13/2017 11:57 AM

4 Conflict on site East of Otley (Leeds R6F MX1 1-26) Why does the neighbourhood plan mapp not
comply with the Leeds core strategy map showing "strategic green infrastructure" (page 20 np)
which protects site MX!-26 (East of Otley) from development.

11/8/2017 2:23 PM

5 See above - This will be difficult to prevent – e.g. old cattle market site adjacent to bridge. 11/7/2017 1:48 PM

6 Strongly agree, but old cattle market site near bridge is an eyesore and wildlife merits and tourism
feature complementing wharfedale meadows and wetlands lost

11/2/2017 3:33 PM

7 Absolutely needs watching like a hawk 11/2/2017 1:28 PM

8 See GE1 - East Busk Lane is an important green route 11/2/2017 11:30 AM

9 See my comments on land adjacent to Bradford boundary in previous answer. 10/23/2017 1:01 PM

10 There are conflicting positions on the site East of Otley (Leeds R6F MX1-26) The Neighbourhood
Plan Map does not comply with the Leeds Core Strategy Map showing ‘Strategic Green
Infrastructure’ (page 20 Neighbourhood Plan) which protects site MX1-26 (East of Otley) from
development.

10/20/2017 2:30 PM

11 The proposals are to build on Otley's green infrastructure. It will be devastated, not enhanced 10/20/2017 9:38 AM
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12 As above - see answer to question 4. We need to understand if this policy has been designed by
the individuals who actually reside in Otley. There was mention of a board. How many people is
this made up of, and is the vision and everything that is built from this coming from a wide
representation of this community? Survey results of 250 people out of 14,000+ people should
surely not be taken as the blueprint for our community opinion. That would equate to 0.018%
representation. If we add ambiguous language into the equation, masked by a compelling
wrapper, how can we give confidence in the integrity of this exercise?

10/19/2017 10:54 PM

13 Wildlife crossing points (wildlife tunnels) should be built into any new road or built environment that
cuts through existing habitat areas or formal or informal wildlife corridors. Wild margins should also
be left around and crossing any new developments to allow wildlife easy and safe passage.
Specific attention should be given to the impact on wildlife of any increased risk of flooding of
wildlife areas and green corridors resulting from paving over or developing land in any of the new
developments planned around Otley

10/19/2017 10:39 PM

14 I believe it is extremely important that our local green infrastructure remains so that local wildlife
habitats are protected, and the recreational benefits these areas bring,in terms of accessible
walking area for local residents are retained. In a time when lack of exercise, lack of easily
accessible green areas where children can get out and play football, throw a frisbee, walk a dog,
etc these areas must be retained. I would like to see more specific areas listed in the policy as well
as the disused railway, green lane, riverside corridor, such as the Irish fields

10/19/2017 2:31 PM

15 Append " and pay particular refferance to policy CE5" to the first sentence. 10/19/2017 2:22 PM

16 Policies and plans are contradictory here. Regarding the site East of Otley (Leeds R6F MX1-26);
the Neighbourhood Plan Map fails to comply with the Leeds Core Strategy Map showing ‘Strategic
Green Infrastructure’ (page 20, Neighbourhood Plan), which protects site MX1-26 (East of Otley)
from development.

10/19/2017 12:46 PM

17 Would like to see some protection for the former tip sites down Ings Lane towards the Cambridge
estate, even to some of the surrounding area/fields, to maintain a green lung, not just a green
patch.

10/19/2017 11:27 AM

18 N/A 10/19/2017 10:34 AM

19 There are conflicting positions on the site East of Otley (Leeds R6F MX1-26) The Neighbourhood
Plan Map does not comply with the Leeds Core Strategy Map showing ‘Strategic Green
Infrastructure’ (page 20 Neighbourhood Plan) which protects site MX1-26 (East of Otley) from
development.

10/18/2017 11:42 PM

20 There are conflicting positions on the site East of Otley (Leeds R6F MX1-26) The Neighbourhood
Plan Map does not comply with the Leeds Core Strategy Map showing ‘Strategic Green
Infrastructure’ (page 20 Neighbourhood Plan) which protects site MX1-26 (East of Otley) from
development.

10/18/2017 9:28 PM

21 Don't understand why the land near A660 Ilkley Road, whilst shown in plan as Strategic green
Infrastructure is not mapped as Local Green Infrastructure on the main map. Part is shown as
Extended Leeds Habitat Network. I suggest the whole area mapped as SGI should be included as
LGI. This area is regularly visited by large flocks of wintering and migratory lapwing and curlew,
and small roughly triangular field adjacent to the housing in West Busk Lane is relatively species-
rich compared with most of the block of fields. This area is integral to sense of place in the local
residents and impinges on BE11 Duncan Estate/ BE12 Pegholme design and development
considerations.

10/18/2017 8:40 PM

22 Should the beck running N-S from Otley Plantation to the White Bridge be identified as might be
affected by any development at this junction of the changing rooms

10/18/2017 12:33 PM

23 The neighbourhood plan map does not comply with the leeds core strategy map, which protects
east of Otley for green spaces.

10/18/2017 11:29 AM

24 The fields east of Otley should be included. There are inconsistencies about the site East of Otley
(Leeds R6F MX1-26). The Neighbourhood Plan Map doesn't comply with the Leeds Core Strategy
Map showing ‘Strategic Green Infrastructure’ (page 20, Neighbourhood Plan), which protects site
MX1-26 (East of Otley) from development.

10/18/2017 11:19 AM

25 There are conflicting positions on the site East of Otley (Leeds R6F MX1-26) The Neighbourhood
Plan Map does not comply with the Leeds Core Strategy Map showing ‘Strategic Green
Infrastructure’ (page 20 Neighbourhood Plan) which protects site MX1-26 (East of Otley) from
development.

10/17/2017 8:52 PM
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26 There are conflicting positions on the site East of Otley (Leeds R6F MX1-26) The Neighbourhood
Plan Map does not comply with the Leeds Core Strategy Map showing 'Strategic Green
Infrastructure' (page 20 Neighbourhood Plan) which protects site MX1-26 (East of Otley) from
development.

10/17/2017 8:27 PM

27 However, if Policies GE3 and GE4 concerning riverside developments are implemented or
pursued, this infrastructure would suffer and perhaps need further development.

10/16/2017 8:24 PM

28 To include Gallows Hill Nature Reserve also. 10/16/2017 7:10 PM

29 Local green infrastructure should include Gallows Hill Nature Reserve as part of the riverside
sensitive development protection.

10/16/2017 6:49 PM

30 There are conflicting positions on the site East of Otley (Leeds R6F MX1-26). The Neighbourhood
Plan Map does not comply with the Leeds Core Strategy map showing 'Strategic Green
Infrastructure' (page 20, Neighbourhood Plan) which protects site MX1-26 (East of Otley) from
development.

10/16/2017 2:24 PM

31 There should be no development on any green field/green belt spaces. 10/16/2017 12:25 PM

32 The NP Map does not align with the wording of the first bullet “Otley Disused Railway & Bypass”. 
If (as this bullet point implies) the former railway route is to be designated as Local Green
Infrastructure, then the NP Map should (as a minimum) show the railway route to the east as also
being Local Green Infrastructure.  Additionally, the area delineated as Local Green Infrastructure
to the west is actually much wider than the railway route.  Should this also be the case to the east
as the adjacent landscape (including its wildlife and amenity value) is broadly similar?

10/16/2017 7:58 AM

33 The NP Map does not align with the wording of the first bullet “Otley Disused Railway & Bypass”. 
If (as this bullet point implies) the former railway route is to be designated as Local Green
Infrastructure, then surely the NP Map should also show the railway route to the east as also being
Local Green Infrastructure.  Additionally, the area delineated as Local Green Infrastructure to the
west is actually much wider than the railway route.  Should this also be the case to the east as the
adjacent landscape (including its wildlife and amenity value) is broadly similar?

10/16/2017 7:39 AM

34 I believe the green spaces around Otley should be used in a more constructive manner. More
trees and habitats for wildlife should be a priority. Tree planting on the north side of the river, to the
west of the bridge would also greatly reduce the flood risk to houses near the park.

10/14/2017 10:50 AM

35 Couldn't this policy actually promote the development of green infrastructure more explicitly - ie
when the eastern bypass goes ahead the disused railway greenway should be an integral part f
the bypass development. I'm surprised Gallows Hill Nature Area is not regarded as local green
infrastructure. This would appear to be our best multifunctional wildlife, amenity and recreational
space, and an integral part of the habitat network.

10/13/2017 5:58 PM

36 With caveat that it is not made clear how the disused railway corridor can be protected both under
this policy and TT6, could state something like it will be protected as green space unless/until rail
link reinstated.

10/13/2017 5:01 PM

37 Special landscape will be ruined by expansion 10/13/2017 8:38 AM

38 The NP map of the disused railway should show be equally broad to the east and west of Otley to
protect this green corridor.

10/9/2017 10:28 AM

39 Append “… and pay particular reference to policy CE5.” the first sentence of the policy. The NP
Map does not align with the wording of the first bullet “Otley Disused Railway & Bypass”. If (as this
bullet point implies) the former railway route is to be designated as Local Green Infrastructure,
then the NP Map should (as a minimum) show the railway route to the east as also being Local
Green Infrastructure. Additionally, the area delineated as Local Green Infrastructure to the west is
actually much wider than the railway route. Should this also be the case to the east as the
adjacent landscape (including its wildlife and amenity value) is broadly similar?

10/7/2017 4:27 PM

40 Append “… and pay particular reference to policy CE5.” the first sentence of the policy. The NP
Map does not align with the wording of the first bullet “Otley Disused Railway & Bypass”. If (as this
bullet point implies) the former railway route is to be designated as Local Green Infrastructure,
then the NP Map should (as a minimum) show the railway route to the east as also being Local
Green Infrastructure. Additionally, the area delineated as Local Green Infrastructure to the west is
actually much wider than the railway route. Should this also be the case to the east as the
adjacent landscape (including its wildlife and amenity value) is broadly similar?

10/7/2017 10:39 AM

41 Should the list also include: Station Road to Otley Chevin and Wharfemeadows Park/White
Bridge/Gallows Hill

10/4/2017 11:22 AM
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42 With regards to the disused railway, couldn't the old cobbled station itself be used for car parking? 10/2/2017 9:32 AM

43 Same 9/11/2017 12:31 PM
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71.43% 75

12.38% 13

16.19% 17

Q6 Do you agree with Policy GE3?
Answered: 105 Skipped: 26

TOTAL 105

# COMMENTS: DATE

1 Improvements to access (walk/cycle) must be a prerequist for any development 11/13/2017 12:07 PM

2 The wording is ambiguous. The word "ideally" isnt to be taken seriously as developers will only do
what is required of them

11/13/2017 11:57 AM

3 Considering the needs of wildlife of the wharfedale corridor. 11/8/2017 3:40 PM

4 Wording too Weak. Increased access to the waterfront + links should be a pre-requisite of any
development. Delete "Ideally" in points 2+3. Developers only do things if you make them do it!

11/8/2017 2:23 PM

5 Policy GE3 Can’t develop the river corridor and protect and enhance wildlife. serious light pollution
+ visual amenity issue e.g. Garnetts Wharfe / Arlington: The characters of this corridor is already
compromise.

11/7/2017 1:48 PM

6 High risk - cannot develop leisure on river corridor and protect wildlife like bats, character of town
ruined by excessive light pollution from Arlington House/Garnetts Wharfe

11/2/2017 3:33 PM

7 The area that must improve ? opportunities and not be built upon 11/2/2017 1:28 PM

8 Garnett Wharfe development should reinstate riverside trees and shrubs demolished and sent
down the river during building work!!

11/2/2017 12:56 PM

9 With the high flood risk in Otley I would expect GE3 to expand on how new development would
reduce this risk. Hard manufactured surfaces than are not absorbent lead to higher flood risk.

10/21/2017 3:32 PM

10 This should include an option aspiration for a town controlled generation scheme to enable new
houses to be sourced and also potential lido development

10/20/2017 1:58 PM

11 More access to waterfront - threat to wildlife? How would a 2nd bridge fit into this? 10/20/2017 12:49 PM

12 To meet the proposed criteria no development should be permitted 10/20/2017 9:38 AM
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13 Yes, but again, the language is not specific. Understanding there needs to be some flexibility for
future innovations, but as it stands, this leaves us vulnerable, as it does in all of the proposed
policies.

10/19/2017 10:54 PM

14 Add. "Fully respects the following wildlife designations of the Wharf corridor. Strategic Green
Infrastructure Corridor (R17 river Wharf ) , Leeds Habitat Network and Candidate Local Wildlife
Site."

10/19/2017 2:22 PM

15 The wording here needs to be stronger. Developers will not take notice of "ideally" and "should,
where feasible". Remove "ideally" from points 2 and 3, and the closing sentence should read
"Development will include plans for improved..." Things will only happen if we push for them -
developers will not take notice of a wish list, only a list of pre requisites.

10/19/2017 12:46 PM

16 Providing any riverside work/improvement is done sensitively, to maintain a rural feel where
possible.

10/19/2017 11:27 AM

17 N/A 10/19/2017 10:34 AM

18 Broadly speaking. Would be good to see low impact access extended westwards along the river
from Pegholme Mills to Burley. Improving levels of riverside leisure, hospitality etc should not
detract from function as a wildlife corridor.

10/18/2017 8:40 PM

19 But neither this nor GE4, nor subsequent policies make any reference to the desirability of
protecting river crossing points east or west of Otley bridge should such a crossing prove
necessary longer-term to safeguard access to public facilities north of the river and alleviate
congestion at bridge and Bridge St , ie equivalent to safeguarding in TT6

10/18/2017 12:33 PM

20 Probably not enforceable. Developers need to be told to , for example, increase access to the
waterfront, rather than suggesting things.

10/18/2017 11:29 AM

21 The wording is weak. Increased access to the waterfront and links should be a pre-requisite of any
development. Delete ‘ideally’ from points 2 & 3. Developers only do things if you make them.

10/18/2017 11:19 AM

22 Especially the first one with its emphasis on wildlife and biodiversity 10/17/2017 1:36 PM

23 There are limited opportunities regarding existing infrastructure to accommodate major
enhancements

10/17/2017 1:28 PM

24 Across the river linkages appears to be an important issue within these policies. 10/16/2017 8:24 PM

25 Riverside development should be sensitive. 10/16/2017 7:10 PM

26 The wording is weak. Increased access to the waterfront and links should be a pre-requisite o any
development. Delete 'ideally' from points 2 & 3. Developers only do things if you make them.

10/16/2017 2:24 PM

27 There should be no residential development. 10/16/2017 12:25 PM

28 Add a further bullet point “Fully respects the following wildlife designations of the Wharfe corridor:
Strategic Green Infrastructure Corridor (R17 River Wharfe), Leeds Habitat Network and Candidate
Local Wildlife Site”

10/16/2017 7:58 AM

29 Add the following as a further bullet point: “Fully respects the following wildlife designations of the
Wharfe corridor: Strategic Green Infrastructure Corridor (R17 River Wharfe), Leeds Habitat
Network and Candidate Local Wildlife Sites”

10/16/2017 7:39 AM

30 Why was Garnett's Wharfe allowed to be built in a way that didn't follow this policy? The
Archimedes screw should be producing energy for and benefiting the whole community. I think we
should also look at developing a footpath from Otley to Ilkley along the river.

10/15/2017 7:26 PM

31 No mention of flood risks! 10/14/2017 10:50 AM

32 The item; 'Improves the level of riverside leisure, recreation and hospitality activity' does not sit
well in this policy as certain types of leisure, recreation and hospitality are clearly at odds with the
other bullet points - in particular enhancement of wildlife and biodiversity. I am perplexed that part
of Gallows Hill Nature Area is not designated as 'Local Green Space' on the Neighbourhood Plan.

10/13/2017 5:58 PM

33 But feel that flood risk (developments not to increase) should be in here too - although it does state
elsewhere that leeds planning rules already cover this, there should be no harm restating it here,
otherwise it looks a bit like we don't care, when in fact the impact on flooding should be high on
the list of consideration for any riverside development, and especially this river.

10/13/2017 5:01 PM
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34 Yes and in particular: Protects and contributes to the enhancement of the wildlife and biodiversity,
high quality landscape setting, views and overall character of the river; Development should,
where feasible, positively consider opportunities for developing improved linkages across the river
in order to provide easier and safer pedestrian and cycle movement between north and south
banks.

10/13/2017 1:03 PM

35 STOP DEVELOPMENT 10/13/2017 8:38 AM

36 But delete 'ideally' from points 2 & 3 10/13/2017 8:22 AM

37 Add a further bullet point “Full respects the following wildlife designations of the Wharfe corridor:
Strategic Green Infrastructure Corridor (R17 River Wharfe), Leeds Habitat Network and Candidate
Local Wildlife Site”

10/7/2017 4:27 PM

38 Add a further bullet point “Full respects the following wildlife designations of the Wharfe corridor:
Strategic Green Infrastructure Corridor (R17 River Wharfe), Leeds Habitat Network and Candidate
Local Wildlife Site”

10/7/2017 10:39 AM

39 A bullet should be added to take account of flooding - flood capacity and alleviation projects 10/4/2017 11:22 AM
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Q7 Do you agree with Policy GE4?
Answered: 105 Skipped: 26

TOTAL 105

# COMMENTS: DATE

1 You say this is for "non-housing development" but you need to be clearer. 11/13/2017 11:57 AM

2 The development of this site is inappropriate. 11/8/2017 3:40 PM

3 Specify Non housing dev. I thought Leeds core strategy had ruled out this site for housing.
Housing is not compatible with the crucial use for community functions. Non housing development
may be ok.

11/8/2017 2:23 PM

4 This area should be allowed to develop as a much lower key facility – green parking (no hard
surface), Suds, small cafe+ info centre in a natural space managed for wildlife

11/7/2017 1:48 PM

5 This area should be developed as a complimentary wildlife habitat to Newall Mount, Otley
wetlands, public footpath - six dales trail etc. Any development should be limited, any small
building should have green roof like martin mere reserve

11/2/2017 3:33 PM

6 Whatever development is allowed must be in keeping with nearby housing and riverside location 11/2/2017 2:30 PM

7 Yes - move to improve this area - soon! 11/2/2017 1:28 PM

8 Limiting this to the footprint of the former cattle market may make it difficult to use this site to its full
potential

11/2/2017 10:54 AM

9 Car Parking - I think we should actively support use car temporary (i.e. hard standing) car park
with large capacity with park and ride. Flood capacity - amend to 'flood storage capacity' Add
access to river front and establish footpath

10/23/2017 1:01 PM

10 I do not think that any development is suitable on this site, anything that is done with it should
seriously take into account the flooding risk of the site itself and of the local area,

10/20/2017 8:45 PM

11 There is a desperate need for more all-weather sporting facilities in Otley, and this site could be
utilised for this end.

10/20/2017 2:32 PM
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12 There should be a specification od minimum 6 coach parking spaces to enable tourism plan to
develop coach friendly policy

10/20/2017 1:58 PM

13 This area would serve the community best as public open space, a park or allotments. 10/20/2017 1:58 PM

14 As long as Flood plain is kept as such. No housing! 10/20/2017 12:49 PM

15 Improved linkages across River Wharfe 'Bridge End' and new bridge for walkers and cyclists to
release congestion. Bridge End cattle mart - I wrote in 2014 suggestion to Caravan Club for a
premium caravan site. Caravan Club v. interested.

10/20/2017 12:40 PM

16 Especially adequate nearby car parking. Still think former cattle market site good for parking
despite being a flood plain. Public need to use common sense when ?floods

10/20/2017 11:58 AM

17 Not an appropriate site for this development - could be a wild life habitat (GE5) 10/20/2017 11:31 AM

18 Limiting the size of development greatly reduces possible uses. 10/20/2017 9:57 AM

19 In principle yes, but the devil lies in the detail. 10/19/2017 10:54 PM

20 Any use of this site for additional car parking that would involve paving some or all of it over risks
increasing run off, and reducing its capacity to absorb flood water in an area where the flood risk in
high. Some tree planting on this area and avoiding paving it over would ensure that it made a
contribution to alleviating flood risk. The level of parking provision in Otley is already adequate.

10/19/2017 10:39 PM

21 Inappropriate for site. 10/19/2017 2:22 PM

22 It is important to do something positive with this area that has been an eyesore for so long, even if
it is only to produce a well-landscaped car park which will act as a floodplain without detriment
when the river comes up

10/19/2017 1:57 PM

23 Again, stronger wording is required in point 5 by removing "desirability of". 10/19/2017 12:46 PM

24 N/A 10/19/2017 10:34 AM

25 The emphasis should be on this site's rural aspect which should be dealt with sympathetically
and/or enhanced

10/19/2017 8:01 AM

26 But see above Q6 10/18/2017 12:33 PM

27 Needs clarification around non housing development. 10/18/2017 11:29 AM

28 It is implied that this is for non-housing development, but this needs to be clarified. 10/18/2017 11:19 AM

29 it should remain a local amenity and not be over developed. Improved yes, but mindful of its
importance i.e. flood plain etc

10/17/2017 1:28 PM

30 Again, cross river transport infrastructure would be a concern and would ultimately give rise to the
consideration of another road bridge to the east of Otley, linking with the proposed relief road near
Garnett's Wharf.

10/16/2017 8:24 PM

31 Any attempt to develop this site, ie create a hard surface for car parking, will interfere with the flood
alleviation properties of the land and lead to increased surface run-off.

10/16/2017 7:10 PM

32 This area should not be developed since any attempt to construct a hard surface, ie for car
parking, would diminish the area's flood alleviation properties and add to localised flooding
problems caused by run-off.

10/16/2017 6:49 PM

33 It can be inferred that this site is for non-housing development, but this needs to be clarified. 10/16/2017 2:24 PM

34 The development of this site is inappropriate as it is part of the functional flood plain 10/16/2017 7:58 AM

35 This site is functional flood plain and therefore seems to be unsuitable for development 10/16/2017 7:39 AM

36 This would make a great community facility. You could perhaps open up access to the river on
that side of the bridge and have kayaking courses and the like, maybe even make the river
accessible for wild swimmers.

10/15/2017 7:26 PM

37 I think this would make a great spot for leisure and community use. 10/14/2017 10:50 AM

38 This is an obvious site for a public park to complement Wharfemeadows. 10/13/2017 5:58 PM

39 The site should be for leisure purposes only and ensure that it is accessible for all, taking into
consideration wheelchair access. Accessible signage. Outdoor pursuits should be accessible and
relevant for all ages.

10/13/2017 8:22 AM
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40 The development of this site is not appropriate 10/9/2017 10:28 AM

41 The development of this site is inappropriate. 10/7/2017 4:27 PM

42 The potential of this and surrounding land to flood restrict the development opportunities to such
an extent that commercial development is not suitable

10/7/2017 10:39 AM

43 Is there opportunity to include reference to acceptable uses such as provision for the extension of
the park - with links along the northern river bank towards Otley Wetlands - with public access! CIL
could be used to purchase the land and return to public use/public amenity. The land could also
accommodate a small car park supplying both the Park and the Town Centre.

10/4/2017 11:22 AM

44 Will come in for regular use 9/11/2017 12:31 PM
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Q8 Do you agree with Policy GE5?
Answered: 105 Skipped: 26

TOTAL 105

# COMMENTS: DATE

1 Fields south of Danefield terrace should be shown as "grassland habitats". Also south off Eask
Busk Lane.

11/13/2017 12:07 PM

2 The map 5 must show the fields south of Danefield Terrace and South West of East Busk Lane as
"Greenland habitats" except for Ings Tip, they're always been grassland.

11/13/2017 11:57 AM

3 Map 5 incomplete Why does NP map 5 "Leeds habitat network + extensions within the Otley" not
show fields south of danefield terrace + East busk lane as "Grassland Habitats". They are + have
always been grassland/

11/8/2017 2:23 PM

4 New development can never be mitigated for wildlife studies show that very limited / short lived
outcomes result from mitigation for wildlife.

11/7/2017 1:48 PM

5 Last thing wildlife needs is development. Evidence shows mitigation does not work. Limited
intrusion is what wildlife needs

11/2/2017 3:33 PM

6 Very important. Otley can become a "Wildlife Friendly" town 11/2/2017 2:30 PM

7 An opportunity to increase Environmental groups in Otley 11/2/2017 1:28 PM

8 The protection and improvement of biodiversity is very important for the wellbeing of Otley
residents and for human wellbeing on a wider scale.

10/23/2017 12:21 PM

9 Creating homes for wildlife within the new development would b an important addition here. Swift
bricks and bat boxes placed on the new buildings for instance.

10/21/2017 3:32 PM

10 Map 5 should show the fields south of Danefield Terrace and East Busk Lane as ‘Grassland
Habitats

10/20/2017 2:30 PM
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11 However, we would Suggest that Gallows Hill Nature Reserve be made into Local Nature Reserve
(a statutory designation) and extended to create a robust, broad habitat corridor along the Wharfe
to Knotford Nook. We believe that an objective of increasing the physical area of Local Nature
Reserve in a Neighbourhood is a good one. The Chevin Forest LNR has stayed the same size for
many years despite surrounding population increasing which should allow for Community
Infrastructure Levy or other measures to buy additional land (as was done for the Chevin).

10/20/2017 1:58 PM

12 Please add: extension of Chevin Forest Park LNR will be sought when the opportunity arises. + in
case of renovation and new building development nesting sites for birds (swifts) and bat roosts
should be included.

10/20/2017 1:45 PM

13 Decreasing the size of a habitat can not possibly produce a net gain in biodiversity 10/20/2017 9:38 AM

14 Whilst in agreement with the principle, further understanding is required. If this means a net total
increase e.g. introducing means of supporting wildlife in 'protected areas' whilst innately having
detriment to the same in other areas now to be developed, the this is a concern and we are in
disagreement.

10/19/2017 10:54 PM

15 Wildlife areas / corridors should not be reduced, divided or cut off by either roads or developments.
Dividing habitats damages them. Also wildlife areas / corridors should not suffer deterioration or
damage from the indirect effects of roads or development either through flooding, noise, excessive
disturbance or by having inappropriate development placed near them.

10/19/2017 10:39 PM

16 It would be sensible to get Gallows Hill Nature Reserve designated as a Local Nature Reserve. It
is a good idea to seek improvements to the Wildlife Habitat Network, especially since Otley
population has increased in size, which should allow for the Community Infrastructure Levy or
other measures to buy additional land. Gallows Hill could usefully be extended to form the basis of
a habitat corridor along the Wharfe to Knotford Nook. This would be beneficial for waterbirds, otter
and other mammals moving through Lower Wharfedale. It would also be good to create a custom-
made Bat Roosting tower feature somewhere along this corridor, to complement the existing
Daubenton's bat roost under Otley Bridge and encourage other species of bats to colonise the
area.

10/19/2017 1:57 PM

17 Map 5 is incorrect. It omits to show the fields south of Danefield Terrace and south and west of
East Busk Lane as ‘grassland habitats’. They always have been grassland (apart from Ings Tip).

10/19/2017 12:46 PM

18 Fine general aims. However, there are one or two habitat "gems" near where I live on Ings Lane,
home to a remarkable diversity of birds and wildlife. Small, un-named and valuable. Wherever
development is proposed, an environmental impact study must include local consultation and
knowledge.

10/19/2017 11:27 AM

19 N/A 10/19/2017 10:34 AM

20 Map 5 should show the fields south of Danefield Terrace and East Busk Lane as ‘Grassland
Habitats.’

10/18/2017 11:42 PM

21 Map 5 should show the fields south of Danefield Terrace and East Busk Lane as ‘Grassland
Habitats.’

10/18/2017 9:28 PM

22 Potential for identification of pockets of additional grassland habitat of at similar quality to that
mapped elsewhere, on land between A660 and West Busk Lane/ Bradford Road in west of plan
area

10/18/2017 8:40 PM

23 Gallows Hill Nature Reserve should be designated a Local Nature Reserve. Also that Gallows Hill
Nature Reserve be made into Local Nature Reserve (a statutory designation) and extended to
create a robust, broad habitat corridor along the Wharfe to Knotford Nook.

10/18/2017 4:23 PM

24 Map should show fields around otley, e.g. South and west of east busk lane, as grassland habitats.
They should be shown as such and remain so.

10/18/2017 11:29 AM

25 Map 5 is incomplete. The Map 5 ‘Leeds Habitat Network and extensions within Otley’ must show
the fields south of Danefield Terrace and south and west of East Busk Lane as ‘grassland
habitats’. They are (and, with the exception of Ings Tip) always have been grassland.

10/18/2017 11:19 AM

26 Map 5 should show the fields south of Danefield Terrace and East Busk Lane as ‘Grassland
Habitats.’

10/17/2017 8:52 PM

27 Map 5 should show the fields south of Danefield Terrace and East Busk Lane as 'Grassland
Habitats.'

10/17/2017 8:27 PM

27 / 159

OTLEY NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN 2019-28 PRE-SUBMISSION PLAN CONSULTATION RESPONSE FORM



28 But would like to add that Gallows Hill should be put forward as a Local Nature Reserve and
extended to create a broad and robust environmental/wildlife corridor to Knotford Nook

10/17/2017 1:36 PM

29 Map 5 is incomplete. The Map 5 'Leeds Habitat Network and extensions within Otley' must show
the fields south of Danefield Terrace and East Busk Lane as 'grassland habitats'. They are (and
always have been) grassland, with the exception of Ings Tip.

10/16/2017 2:24 PM

30 There should be no development 10/16/2017 12:25 PM

31 Gallows Hill should be extended into the surrounding fields. I'd also like to see a concerted effort
to plant trees to the north-west of the bridge to hopefully reduce flood risks.

10/15/2017 7:26 PM

32 I agree, but it all seems a bit vague and easily negated by housing developers. 10/14/2017 10:50 AM

33 I would strongly advocate the inclusion of Gallows Hill Nature Area on the list of important nature
areas on p24. This site meets the criteria both as a Leeds Local Wildlife Site and statutory
designation as a Local Nature Reserve. Consequently I believe the site should be regarded as a
candidate LWS. The Leeds Habitat Network as shown on the Neighbourhood Plan appears to be
out of date as the Garnett Wharfe development has removed a part of it (recorded as grassland in
the Leeds habitat Network plan). The fact that this development has gone ahead and destroyed a
portion of the Leeds Habitat Network suggests that this habitat needs stronger protection.
Consequently I would suggest the Neighbourhood Plan is updated in line with where the
designated area has been destroyed, and stronger protection is offered to the remainder.
Otherwise the policy looks good.

10/13/2017 5:58 PM

34 PROTECT OUR WILDLIFE 10/13/2017 8:38 AM

35 What is meant by "significant adverse impact", (bullet point 3)? Potential developers may have a
very different interpretation of this statement. I would like to see this phrase replaced with "no
adverse impact"

10/7/2017 10:39 AM
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Q9 Do you agree with Policy GE6?
Answered: 105 Skipped: 26

TOTAL 105

# COMMENTS: DATE

1 If greenbelt still implies - same sort of protection 11/13/2017 3:15 PM

2 Survey not complete Include fields south of Danefield terr! 11/13/2017 12:07 PM

3 The Fields as above, need to be listed as Local Green Space. they fit in with the Governments
National Planning Policy Framework for Local Green Sites because of their locality close to the
community, their wildlife, history & beauty.

11/13/2017 11:57 AM

4 The old tip behind Cambridge Drive/Peterhouse Drive should be added to the list in order that it is
not developed. (Known as the Ings tip as it is at the top of Ings Lane).

11/9/2017 3:49 PM

5 Survey incomplete Why not survey fields proposed for development East of Otley? 11/8/2017 2:23 PM

6 Site near bridge with provision that no development should be permitted. This special
circumstance' has no value as a defence for the green space.

11/7/2017 1:48 PM

7 Proviso - no special circumstances, cannot allow development 11/2/2017 3:33 PM

8 What about Weston Woods and area abridging Wharfe on Weston Lane? Not included (is this the
Harrogate issue?)

11/2/2017 1:28 PM

9 Some of these sites are in need of development/improvement. Otley RUFC, Otley Police Station,
Old Otliensians RUFC, Otley Town FC

11/2/2017 10:54 AM

10 Very thorough 10/23/2017 12:21 PM

11 The fields south of Danefield Terrace and East Busk Lane should be included in the list of ‘Local
Green Space.’ They are suitable for inclusion as per the guidance in the Government’s National
Planning Policy Framework For Local Green Sites. They meet the criteria for proximity to the
community, local significance, wildlife richness, history and beauty

10/20/2017 2:30 PM
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12 Yes - please confirm the boundary of Gallows Hill Nature Reserve - make sure the whole reserve
is considered Local Green Space. Suggest adding the river bank between the footpath and the
river itself from Gallows Hill to Knotford Nook as designated Local Green Space.

10/20/2017 1:58 PM

13 Although I agree with the protection of the green spaces listed many of them are small,
fragmented sites with limited ecological value, for example the allotment sites, and their protection
does not go far enough to maintain Otley's fundamentally green nature or the recreational value of
larger areas of green space within Otley. In addition their fragmented nature means that loss of
non-protected green spaces between the protected green spaces would result in ecological
degradation of the protected sites. The protection of sites within Otley needs to be less piecemeal
and look further at connectivity from both a recreational and ecological perspective.

10/20/2017 1:32 PM

14 My suggestion:- to add:- The derelict Burras Lane scrap yard (owners Crossley Evans scrap
merchants) formerly the Japanese garden adjacent to old Rec to be re-instated as a recreational
garden, as Henry Dacre and possibly a Caravan Club official C.L. site restricted to members only 5
units. This would enhance the eyesore of crane and derelict.

10/20/2017 12:40 PM

15 Several sites need future development to ensure continued use. E.G. Otley RUFC grounds and
polices station

10/20/2017 9:57 AM

16 This is not a full representation of what makes Otley special and contradicts the Vision statement
and guiding objectives! We would like as minimum, to include the Danefield area. This is
significant enough to warrant naming and representation in the Chevin. It clearly comes from the
ancestral people that originally populated this place. Thought we wanted to preserve some of
these natural environments?

10/19/2017 10:54 PM

17 Include some specific areas of green space in the east of Otley area eg Irish fields, ings tip 10/19/2017 2:31 PM

18 The Neighbourhood Plan Map only shows part of Gallows Hill Nature Reserve as ‘Local Green
Space’ : please ensure that the whole site is fully protected.

10/19/2017 1:57 PM

19 although there is no mention of the sports ground at the end of ings lane. this serves as a great
leisure space for all residents in the east of otley and dog walkers from further afield. this sports
field should be left untouched.

10/19/2017 12:58 PM

20 According to the guidance in the government’s National Planning Policy Framework for Local
Green Sites, the fields south of Danefield Terrace and south and west of East Busk Lane must be
included in this list of Local Green Space. These fields meet the criteria of proximity to the
community, local significance, wildlife richness, history and beauty. They are a wonderful open
space which is an asset to Otley; it would be wrong to build on them and they are a glaring
omission from the list on GE6.

10/19/2017 12:46 PM

21 Remove the phrase "other than in very special circumstances", and conduct a fuller survey - small
wildlife havens such as the land known as Little Ing, Ings Lane is protacted.

10/19/2017 11:27 AM

22 N/A 10/19/2017 10:34 AM

23 The fields south of Danefield Terrace and East Busk Lane should be included in the list of ‘Local
Green Space.’ They are suitable for inclusion as per the guidance in the Government’s National
Planning Policy Framework For Local Green Sites. They meet the criteria for proximity to the
community, local significance, wildlife richness, history and beauty.

10/18/2017 11:42 PM

24 The fields south of Danefield Terrace and East Busk Lane should be included in the list of ‘Local
Green Space.’ They are suitable for inclusion as per the guidance in the Government’s National
Planning Policy Framework For Local Green Sites. They meet the criteria for proximity to the
community, local significance, wildlife richness, history and beauty.

10/18/2017 9:28 PM

25 It seems that only part of current Gallows Hill Nature Reserve is mapped as local green space,
and the designation should be extended to encompass the whole managed reserve.

10/18/2017 8:40 PM

26 The Neighbourhood Plan Map only shows part of Gallows Hill Nature Reserve as ‘Local Green
Space’. The full site be fully protected.

10/18/2017 4:23 PM

27 But think 2 further sites should be included - ~:viz Weston Lane/Grange View verge; Ilkley Road
western end south of public riverbank footpath. These are detailed on separate attachment .

10/18/2017 12:33 PM

28 List of local greenfield space is inadequate. Add fields east of otley. These spaces are invaluable
for precious wildlife.

10/18/2017 11:29 AM
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29 The fields south of Danefield Terrace and south and west of East Busk Lane need to be included
in the list of Local Green Space. They are suitable for inclusion per the guidance in the
government’s National Planning Policy Framework for Local Green Sites, since they meet the
criteria of proximity to the community, local significance, wildlife richness, history and beauty.
There are hedgehogs, owls, chiffchaffs there, amongst other species.

10/18/2017 11:19 AM

30 The fields south of Danefield Terrace and East Busk Lane should be included in the list of ‘Local
Green Space.’ They are suitable for inclusion as per the guidance in the Government’s National
Planning Policy Framework For Local Green Sites. They meet the criteria for proximity to the
community, local significance, wildlife richness, history and beauty.

10/17/2017 8:52 PM

31 The fields south of Danefield Terrace and East Busk Lane should be included in the list of 'Local
Green Space.' They are suitable for inclusion as per the guidance in the Government's National
Planning Policy Framework For Local Green Sites. They meet the criteria for proximity to the
community, local significance, wildlife richness, history and beauty.

10/17/2017 8:27 PM

32 The Map only shows Gallows Hill Nature Reserve as partially protected - the whole site must
surely be fully protected as 'Local Green Space'. Otherwise okay.

10/17/2017 1:36 PM

33 All of the green space should be protected from inappropriate development 10/17/2017 1:28 PM

34 Suggest showing boundaries of sites on the Neighbourhood Plan Map to make extent of
designated sites clearer. Suggest 2 further candidate sites for assessment:- -Corner Bradford
Rd/By-Pass/West of Inglewood Drive (nb aka LCC Site G1778 Otley By-Pass (Adj to) -
Bondgate/Gay Lane corner amenity space (opp Junction PH)

10/17/2017 1:10 PM

35 The fields south of Danefield Terrace and East Busk Lane need to be included in the list of Local
Green Space. They are suitable for inclusion per the guidance in the Government's National
Planning Policy Framework for Local Green Sites, since they meet the criteria of proximity to the
community, local significance, wildlife richness, history and beauty. There are hedgehogs, owls
and chiffchaffs living in the trees and undergrowth, amongst other species.

10/16/2017 2:24 PM

36 It should be re-writte to state "Development on these areas will not be permitted". 10/16/2017 12:25 PM

37 Gallows Hill Nature Reserve is not designated in its entirety as a Local Green Space. The whole of
Gallows Hill should be designated as such.

10/16/2017 8:28 AM

38 I am perplexed that part of Gallows Hill Nature Area is not designated as 'Local Green Space' on
the Neighbourhood Plan, is this just an oversight? If not I would be interested to know why the
area of woodland has been excluded. I believe the former Bridge Street Cattle Market site should
be regarded as Local Green Space and added to the list..

10/13/2017 5:58 PM

39 Again with respect to the old railway line not clear how this interacts with policy TT6, would
redeveloping the rail link constitute "very special circumstances"?

10/13/2017 5:01 PM

40 PROTECT OUR GREEN BELT 10/13/2017 8:38 AM

41 How are "very special circumstances" defines (paragraph 1)? 10/7/2017 10:39 AM

42 Not easy when some areas are already at risk of being developed for housing, such s East of
Otley.

10/5/2017 12:51 PM

43 Note: Gallows Hill is a Nature Area not a Nature Reserve by designation. Question: What is
considered to be very special circumstances? Please define and who decides? Slight confusion on
how All Saints Primary School Grounds, Otley Town FC and Old Otliensians are on this list given
the potential accepted requirements of the East of Otley proposed development.

10/4/2017 11:22 AM

44 Very important 9/11/2017 12:31 PM

45 Only if this is not to build on them 9/9/2017 8:58 AM
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17.14% 18

17.14% 18

Q10 Do you agree with Policy GE7?
Answered: 105 Skipped: 26

TOTAL 105

# COMMENTS: DATE

1 As previously 11/13/2017 3:15 PM

2 Stronger wording Maintain spaces I.E. not split up. 11/13/2017 12:07 PM

3 It doesn't make sense and needs to be explained. These green spaces must be kept as a whole. 11/13/2017 11:57 AM

4 The old Ings tip (previously mentioned) should be included. This is badly in need of improvement
as its surfact is littered with broken glass/pottery and the land is heavily polluted and unsuitable for
anything but walking on

11/9/2017 3:49 PM

5 Stronger wording needed but these spaces must be kept in their entirity. Not split up. 11/8/2017 2:23 PM

6 You don’t define what is meant by enhancement. Sounds like cutting the grass + tidying –
ceatainly not beneficial to wildlife.

11/7/2017 1:48 PM

7 "Enhancement" sounds like tidying actions. Not beneficial to wildlife like butterflies, moths, birds
etc using these corridors

11/2/2017 3:33 PM

8 There maybe need to consider Green Lane and some of the pathways Rumplecroft 11/2/2017 1:28 PM

9 Green space - Farnley Lane - opposite riverside park - should be included. A well grown Rowan is
there already

11/2/2017 12:56 PM

10 Conflicts with previous policy re; Fairground fields and Otley Town FC. I would support
development of these sites.

11/2/2017 10:54 AM

11 Please define location of 'fairground field' Could this not specify more what enhancement means?
I would like to see massive tree planting of native species on Chevin and elsewhere.

10/23/2017 1:01 PM

12 I think it needs to be made clear what 'enhancement' means here. The disused railroad (west) for
instance is an important space to me and would like to know what 'enhancement' is planned there.

10/21/2017 3:32 PM
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13 I think we have to be careful about suggesting any "otherwise acceptable development" on any
green spaces, it could open the door to arguments that a development should be acceptable which
we would feel is not so.

10/20/2017 8:45 PM

14 We would recommend Gallows Hill Nature Reserve is included in the list and considered to be a
‘candidate LNR’

10/20/2017 1:58 PM

15 Whats acceptable development? We need the greenspaces 10/20/2017 12:49 PM

16 Definitely enhance the allotments particularly those near Otley cemetry 10/20/2017 12:40 PM

17 Conflicts with previous policy. Would support developments of these sites 10/20/2017 9:57 AM

18 This is full of pre-supositions about new development which are in contradiction to your other
statements and objectives.

10/19/2017 10:54 PM

19 Existing green space should be protected from development. 10/19/2017 10:39 PM

20 Please include Gallows Hill and request it be considered as a candidate Local Nature Reserve. 10/19/2017 1:57 PM

21 How does this work? Does it mean developers could build near these sites in exchange for
improving the listed sites? This policy needs to be more clearly worded and explained. These sites
need improving of course - this should not need the "help" of developers with commercial
interests.

10/19/2017 12:46 PM

22 Subject to the detail and local consultation of course. 10/19/2017 11:27 AM

23 N/A 10/19/2017 10:34 AM

24 These sites would all benefit from increased amenities but should not be used as an excuse to
allow being built on

10/19/2017 8:01 AM

25 Gallows Hill Nature Reserve should be included in the list and considered to be a ‘candidate LNR’ 10/18/2017 4:23 PM

26 Not sure what it means or what the implications are. 10/18/2017 11:29 AM

27 I don’t understand it. Please could this be clarified. In any case, it is important that these spaces
must be kept in their entirety.

10/18/2017 11:19 AM

28 Gallows Hill should be included on this list as a 'Candidate LNR'. Otherwise okay. 10/17/2017 1:36 PM

29 But depends what is meant by 'improvement'. 10/16/2017 6:49 PM

30 I don't understand it. In particular, I don't understand what is meant by 'otherwise acceptable
development'. Please could this be clarified. In any case, it is important that these spaces must be
kept in their entirety.

10/16/2017 2:24 PM

31 What is acceptable development? I do not support any development on any green spaces. 10/16/2017 12:25 PM

32 PROTECT GREEN SPACES 10/13/2017 8:38 AM

33 Not clear what is meant by 'Otherwise acceptable development' - some clarity is needed 10/4/2017 11:22 AM

34 Very important for local residents and tourists 9/11/2017 12:31 PM

35 Provided it's not building on them 9/9/2017 8:58 AM
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70.48% 74

16.19% 17

13.33% 14

Q11 Do you agree with Policy GE8?
Answered: 105 Skipped: 26

TOTAL 105

# COMMENTS: DATE

1 As a condition of development new areas within Newell parish need to add additional garden
allotments for other areas where this was not provided in past development planning

11/14/2017 3:10 PM

2 720m Rule will be mis-used by developers to reduce greenspaces. 11/13/2017 12:07 PM

3 No distance should be imposed - with the huge amount of proposed houses green spaces are
needed to keep Otley's unique character of being rural, green place

11/13/2017 11:57 AM

4 The wording needs to be strengthened. The substitution of commuted sum payments in lieu of on
site provision should be avoided is weak. This should be referred to as something like "will be
deemed unacceptable".

11/9/2017 3:49 PM

5 720m rule is too rigid. Disagree with the rule of 720m from a community park - This distance is too
great. No Specific distance should be imposed.

11/8/2017 2:23 PM

6 Rumplecroft – your example is not a good trade off. The current grazed site has important wildlife
value, bats, feeding area for breeding curlew You are selling off the family silver if you possibly
support this so called “amenity”

11/7/2017 1:48 PM

7 Quality of existing green space in north Otley is recognised by easy access by footpaths to green
areas and spaces. we do not need to redefine the countryside/edge of west yorkshire/north
yorkshire dales as green spaces

11/2/2017 3:33 PM

8 This must be 11/2/2017 1:28 PM

9 Yes the substitution of commuted sum payments must be avoided 10/23/2017 12:21 PM

10 We believe that Gallows Hill Nature Reserve should be extended to create a robust habitat
corridor along the Wharfe to Knotford Nook. We believe that an objective of increasing the
physical area of Local Nature Reserve in a Neighbourhood is a good one and with the Town’s
population increasing should allow for Community Infrastructure Levy or other measures to buy
additional land (as was done for the Chevin).

10/20/2017 1:58 PM
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11 Provision of new green space should not be focussed solely on North Otley especially if the
majority of development and loss of green space is south of the river.

10/20/2017 1:32 PM

12 I believe it is good to hold the objective of increasing the physical area of LNRs. In Otley, extension
of Gallows Hill Nature Reserve towards Knotford Nook would create a good broad wildlife corridor.
It should be possible to seek funding from the Community Infrastructure Levy to achieve this as
the population of Otley has increased in recent years and is projected to increase further.

10/19/2017 1:57 PM

13 New green spaces and recreational spaces should be created when needed; however, new
spaces should not be created simply because existing green land has been built upon. We risk
Otley becoming a "planned" town rather than the current characterful mix of open spaces and
housing.

10/19/2017 12:46 PM

14 Does not go far enough, and the language used must be more positive eg, line 1 sub "must" for
"which would" and after "development" line 4, "must" for "which proposes" And definitely "must" for
"should" last line

10/19/2017 11:27 AM

15 N/A 10/19/2017 10:34 AM

16 Gallows Hill Nature Reserve should be extended to create a robust habitat corridor along the
Wharfe to Knotford Nook. An objective of increasing the physical area of Local Nature Reserve in
a Neighbourhood is a good one and with the Town’

10/18/2017 4:23 PM

17 I disagree with the rule of 720m distance from a community park. 720m is too great. No specific
distance should be imposed. This is the only way to keep Otley’s unique character, which is
largely due to the mix of the building heritage punctuated by open spaces throughout the town.

10/18/2017 11:19 AM

18 But to add this could include the extension of the Nature Reserve area including Gallows Hill 10/17/2017 1:36 PM

19 As in my comment against Policy GE7, I don't understand what is meant by 'otherwise acceptable
development'. Please clarify. I disagree with the rule of 720m distance from a community park.
720m is too great. No specific distance should be imposed. This is the only way to keep Otley's
unique character which is largely due to the mix of the building heritage punctuated by open
spaces throughout the town.

10/16/2017 2:24 PM

20 I do not agree with any development. 10/16/2017 12:25 PM

21 Agree strongly 10/15/2017 7:26 PM

22 Gallows Hill should be expanded into the neighbouring fields. 10/14/2017 10:50 AM

23 Dont support development 10/13/2017 8:38 AM

24 But there should be no agreement to commuted sum payments. 10/13/2017 8:22 AM

25 Comment as above in 10 10/4/2017 11:22 AM
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Q12 Do you agree with Policy GE9?
Answered: 105 Skipped: 26

TOTAL 105

# COMMENTS: DATE

1 The idea of the water park is a good one but it should be made "if" & not "when" extraction goes
ahead or else developers will not do it.

11/13/2017 11:57 AM

2 Stronger Timescale wording needed. Policy should be worded as "if extraction goes ahead" not
when. I agree with water park as end use but needs enforceable timescale cos developers wont
do it otherwise!

11/8/2017 2:23 PM

3 Until detailed quarrying applications are in place this is hard to judge. Otley wetlands nature
reserve is only accessible by the few permit holders for example.

11/7/2017 1:48 PM

4 Not familiar with this site 11/7/2017 11:25 AM

5 Ambiguous as outlined - more details of proposal required 11/2/2017 3:33 PM

6 Yes and please look at Weston 11/2/2017 1:28 PM

7 The whole of this area is rich in wildlife especially ground nesting birds and endangered species 11/2/2017 11:30 AM

8 Yes maintaining wet habitats is very important 10/23/2017 12:21 PM

9 The after-use plans for the site should require that they are open to the public rather than
becoming a private fishing pond or similar as is the case with other former gravel pits in the Otley
area, there are already a number of gravel pit lakes, none of which are accessible publicly.

10/20/2017 1:32 PM

10 This would also be an ideal site for hotel development leisure facilities near extended by-pass. 10/20/2017 12:40 PM

11 "will" should replace "should" here. With weak wording - and no indication of time scale -
developers will not fulfil this obligation.

10/19/2017 12:46 PM

12 Obviously, subject to full local consulltation 10/19/2017 11:27 AM

13 N/A 10/19/2017 10:34 AM
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14 I'm not opposed to its becoming sand & gravel works, but feel better use of site would be
agricultural. I favour of more pathways being created for walks

10/19/2017 8:01 AM

15 Stronger timescale wording is needed. The Policy should be worded ‘if extraction goes ahead’, not
‘when’. I agree with the idea of a water park; however, an enforceable timescale must be included,
otherwise developers will ignore it.

10/18/2017 11:19 AM

16 The Midgeley Farm Wetlands could become a wonderful wildlife area and nature reserve after
gravel extraction is over.

10/17/2017 1:36 PM

17 Stronger timescale wording is needed. The Policy should be worded 'if extraction goes ahead', not
'when'. I agree with the idea of a water park; however, an enforceable timescale must be included,
otherwise developers will ignore it.

10/16/2017 2:24 PM

18 This Policy is weak; there is no frame set. If the relief road is built to the East of Otley, transport to
and from this site will be made much easier. With no time frame work can continue indefinitely.
This would have a massive impact on the environment and local pollution.

10/16/2017 12:25 PM

19 I would agree with this policy if it made reference to acceptable public amenity and access - not to
be a duplicated Otley Wetlands! Clearly, there may also be some link to the East of Otley
development - could this area not be turned into a Country Park? The Park could include
cycleways/walkways for all, Play areas, Outdoor fitness, Promote nature and wildlife, Educational
development - an area for all to be able to pursue interests and pursuits - unlike the limited
restricted access for a small few at Otley Wetlands.

10/4/2017 11:22 AM
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Q13 Do you agree with Policy GE10?
Answered: 105 Skipped: 26

TOTAL 105

# COMMENTS: DATE

1 Trees need to be replaced 3 to 1 to discourage disruption. It takes ages to re-establish 11/14/2017 3:10 PM

2 Replacement trees must be in same area. Specify numbers E.G. 3 new per old or semi mature
trees.

11/13/2017 12:07 PM

3 There must be replacement trees within the area to be developed and the size of the trees must be
specified. In addition financial compensation must not be an option.

11/13/2017 11:57 AM

4 All trees having been granted Tree Protection Orders must not be cut down or replaced,
particularly on the East of Otley site. The same applies to hedgerows

11/9/2017 3:49 PM

5 there are no guidelines about the location of replacement trees, onward management and
suitability.

11/8/2017 3:40 PM

6 All replacement trees must be within the development area - makes the development higher
quality. Size of trees must be specified eg. simi-mature. Want to avoid replacement of mature
trees with saplings!

11/8/2017 2:23 PM

7 This will have serious consequences – if you remove local trees you will end up increasing the
pollutions heat retention- + visual amenity leading to health issues for those local to development
putting these trees elsewhere is not a solution. You don’t mention tree maintenance the biggest
factor in tree survival new planting schemes.

11/7/2017 1:48 PM

8 Important to retain trees 11/7/2017 11:25 AM

9 Do not agree with mature tree removal. Tree removal - increases town's pollution with associated
health issues and heat issues as the climate gets warmer. Britain has less trees than other
countries and towns and cities are not comparable with Europe

11/2/2017 3:33 PM

10 Too easy to lose trees as we saw at ADLINGTON! 11/2/2017 1:28 PM
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11 Replace felled rowan - Farnley Lane, opposite riverside park with a suitable replacement. A rowan
was felled by LCC due to disease - never been replaced.

11/2/2017 12:56 PM

12 Also where additional trees would improve the environment to give town a greener feel 11/2/2017 11:30 AM

13 I think the line 'Financial contributions in lieu of actual tree planting will normally be avoided,'
should be removed and there should be no substitutions allowed. There is already a negative
carbon cost of removing a mature tree and replacing it with 3 young trees, that will not equal the
carbon capture capacity of a mature tree for a number of years. Further dilution of this is
unacceptable.

10/21/2017 3:32 PM

14 My support for this policy would be dependent on a clause saying that the removal of any mature
trees should always be the last resort and only if there is a very good reason; all other alternatives
should be sought first,

10/20/2017 8:45 PM

15 Although there must be a presumption that trees will be kept in situ wherever possible or replaced
on site.

10/20/2017 1:58 PM

16 It should be put in stronger terms that tree planting offsite should only be in very exceptional
circumstances.

10/20/2017 1:32 PM

17 Support for '3 for 1' tree replacement policy requires rewording 10/20/2017 11:31 AM

18 Not feasible 10/20/2017 9:57 AM

19 However all trees with preservation orders must not be removed! 10/20/2017 9:38 AM

20 No agreement, as it suggests that if trees cannot be replaced here, then they will be replaced
elsewhere, potentially in an area that's not actually that important to us.

10/19/2017 10:54 PM

21 Replacement tree planting on a three to one basis takes many decades to mitigate the impact of
removing a mature tree. Tree replacement is not a substitute for preserving existing mature trees
where possible so preserving existing mature trees should always be the strongly favoured option
unless there are compelling reasons for removal.

10/19/2017 10:39 PM

22 Include some statement to ensure some trees that are planted are semi mature, not just all
saplings which can easily be damaged.

10/19/2017 2:31 PM

23 The policy needs strong guidelines for the location of off site replanting and for ongoing
responsibility/ management of the replacement trees.

10/19/2017 2:22 PM

24 This needs to be stronger. Trees need to be planted as close to their original location as possible.
The trees also need to be of a similar size otherwise they will take years to mature. Financial
transactions in lieu of trees must be avoided; how can money replace a tree?!

10/19/2017 12:46 PM

25 I am suspicious of any scheme which might involve mature tree removal, especially with replanting
saplings elsewhere. Trees are simply too valuable and should be planned around, incorporated
into schemes.

10/19/2017 11:27 AM

26 N/A 10/19/2017 10:34 AM

27 But important to retain old trees where possible to retain the character of an area. 10/18/2017 8:40 PM

28 Seems too weak. Specify mature trees otherwise saplings will be used. Financial contribution not
an option, trees must be replaced with like.

10/18/2017 11:29 AM

29 In principle, I agree. However, the wording is too weak. Replacement trees MUST be within the
area to be developed, and the size (for example, semi-mature) must be specified, otherwise the
developer will replace the trees with saplings. Also, financial contributions in lieu of trees must not
be an option.

10/18/2017 11:19 AM

30 Exisiting trees should be kept where at all possible, replaced in the local area where that's not
possible. Fruit trees and fruit bushes should be chosen.

10/17/2017 3:37 PM

31 Replacement tree planting should be a priority action. Inappropriate tree planting should be
discouraged. Tree survey is required.

10/17/2017 1:28 PM

32 This is too weak. Replacement trees must be within the area to be developed and the size (e.g.,
semi-mature) must be specified, otherwise developers will replace the trees with saplings. Also,
financial contributions in lieu of trees should be unacceptable.

10/16/2017 2:24 PM
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33 Again, I do not agree with any development. However, this is such a weak Policy. When you have
big building firms with no interest in the environment or the destruction they will cause to the local
area and for whom money is no object they will simple "pay" for trees to be planted elsewhere.
This will have a massive impact on local wildlife and environment.

10/16/2017 12:25 PM

34 I have some concerns about the current wording which may encourage developers to push for
“agreed tree removal”.  Also it provides no guidelines about the location of off-site replacement
trees, the probable result being that they are likely to end up in much “less urban” locations than
the trees being replaced.  Critically, it also fails to address the underlying problem of replacement
trees not surviving due to the absence of any onward management or the suitability of the
replacement trees. Replacement trees should be grown from native UK seed.

10/16/2017 7:58 AM

35 I have significant concerns about the current wording which may encourage developers to push for
“agreed tree removal”.  Also it provides no guidelines about the location of off-site replacement
trees, the probable result being that they are likely to end up in much “less urban” locations than
the trees being replaced.  Critically, it also fails to address the underlying problem of replacement
trees not surviving due to the absence of any onward management or the suitability of the
replacement trees. Also, replacement trees should be native to the UK.

10/16/2017 7:39 AM

36 I think the policy should seek to enforce the replacement of trees three to one on the approved
development site. This policy appears to give developers a get out clause. We are still very upset
at the completely unnecessary loss of the large weeping willow on Bridge St as part of the
development of the old people's accommodation there.

10/13/2017 5:58 PM

37 DONT DEVELOP GREEN SITES 10/13/2017 8:38 AM

38 There should be no financial contributions in lieu of actual tree planting rather than 'be avoided'. I
agree with a three for one policy. Trees contribute significantly to quality of life and so substitutes
should not be provided elsewhere. If a tree needs replacing it should be in the same area.

10/13/2017 8:22 AM

39 The policy of replacing trees is supported but these should be in urban areas and the species and
management of them following planting needs to be well planned

10/9/2017 10:28 AM

40 The intent of this policy, to make the existing LCC “three for one” onsite tree replacement policy
more effective, is strongly supported. However, there are significant concerns about the current
wording: This may encourage developers to push for “agreed tree removal”. Also it provides no
guidelines about the location of off-site replacement trees, the probable result being that they are
likely to end up in much “less urban” locations than the trees being replaced. Critically, it also fails
(to try) to address the underlying problem of replacement trees no surviving due to the absence of
any onward management or the suitability of the replacement trees.

10/7/2017 4:27 PM

41 The intent of this policy, to make the existing LCC “three for one” onsite tree replacement policy
more effective, is strongly supported. However, there are significant concerns about the current
wording: This may encourage developers to push for “agreed tree removal”. Also it provides no
guidelines about the location of off-site replacement trees, the probable result being that they are
likely to end up in much “less urban” locations than the trees being replaced. Critically, it also fails
(to try) to address the underlying problem of replacement trees not surviving due to the absence of
any onward management or the suitability of the replacement trees.

10/7/2017 10:39 AM

42 LAND OWNERS NEED TO BE APPROACHED AND CONSULTED 9/17/2017 2:37 PM

43 Yes but t this doesn't happen , I know of one such development that has ignored all this and ruined
landcaping through building on a garden plot

9/9/2017 8:58 AM
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3.81% 4

14.29% 15

Q14 Do you agree with Policy GE11?
Answered: 105 Skipped: 26

TOTAL 105

# COMMENTS: DATE

1 The whole of the East of Otley site is subject to waterlogging in wet spells has this nearly been
taken into account.

11/13/2017 3:15 PM

2 Needs a long term maintenance plan covering the landscaping + drainage system. 11/8/2017 3:40 PM

3 This is one of the major problems with the Rumplecroft development proposal and the developers
failure to address these issues at the current time.

11/7/2017 1:48 PM

4 Strongly agree. More development of green spaces and fields around Otley. Will create more
concrete run off and flooding i.e reduced natural soak off.

11/2/2017 3:33 PM

5 No culverts and enable the land to drain freely - wharfe needs special consideration 11/2/2017 1:28 PM

6 but how is 'wherever feasible' defined? This should not be used as an excuse not to ensure SUDS
are utilised in all possible circumstances.

10/20/2017 2:32 PM

7 Developments without Sustainable drainage should not be approved. 10/20/2017 1:58 PM

8 I believe that this needs to be put in stronger terms, development should ONLY be approved
where sustainable urban drainage systems are used.

10/20/2017 1:32 PM

9 + have those surface drains properly maintained + cleaned 10/20/2017 12:49 PM

10 Policy should incorporate provision for long term management of the system. This is of particular
importance to developments where the drainage systems could impact on existing sites

10/19/2017 2:22 PM

11 Especially references to trees 10/19/2017 11:27 AM

12 N/A 10/19/2017 10:34 AM

13 Community actions - caution against reference to 'small specimens' which, while better than
nothing, do not have the same amenity, anti-pollution and environmental benefits of larger trees
enabled to grow to maturity.

10/18/2017 12:33 PM

Yes

No

Don't Know

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES

Yes

No

Don't Know

41 / 159

OTLEY NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN 2019-28 PRE-SUBMISSION PLAN CONSULTATION RESPONSE FORM



14 I do not agree with any development. However, this policy is weak; it gives developers a "get out"
with the wording "wherever feasible".

10/16/2017 12:25 PM

15  Future concerns about a development’s drainage and flood mitigation scheme not continuing to
operate as intended should be addressed by including a general requirement for a long-term
maintenance plan covering both the landscaping and the drainage system.  

10/16/2017 7:58 AM

16 I strongly support this policy.  Future concerns about a development’s drainage and flood
mitigation scheme not continuing to operate as intended should be addressed by including a
general requirement for a long-term maintenance plan covering both the landscaping and the
drainage system.  

10/16/2017 7:39 AM

17 However, remove the words 'wherever feasible'. If sustainable drainage is not possible then this
should be a reason to refuse development.

10/13/2017 5:58 PM

18 DONT BUILD ON FLOOD PLAINS 10/13/2017 8:38 AM

19 I don't understand what this is. 10/13/2017 8:22 AM

20 This policy is strongly supported, although inserting “open” after “incorporate” would avoid any
ambiguity. Future concerns about a development’s drainage and flood mitigation scheme not
continuing to operate as intended should be addressed, by including a general requirement for a
long-term maintenance plan covering both the landscaping and the drainage system.

10/7/2017 4:27 PM

21 This policy is strongly supported, although inserting “open” after “incorporate” would avoid any
ambiguity. Future concerns about a development’s drainage and flood mitigation scheme not
continuing to operate as intended should be addressed, by including a general requirement for a
long-term maintenance plan covering both the landscaping and the drainage system.

10/7/2017 10:39 AM

22 New development should not be allowed in where there is already surface water flooding. 10/5/2017 12:51 PM
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80.81% 80

4.04% 4

15.15% 15

Q15 Do you agree with Policy BE1?
Answered: 99 Skipped: 32

TOTAL 99

# COMMENTS: DATE

1 I would appreciate more attention to 18th century Newell Hall and the 1873 workhouse and former
hospital buildings LS21 2AL. Pedestrian permeability should be provided by opening gate on
Wharfedale Drive to hospital

11/14/2017 3:16 PM

2 What about shops? Crow Lane? 11/2/2017 1:29 PM

3 This does not feel strong enough at just 'sympathetic enhancement'! Should this also state
'preservation'?

10/23/2017 1:11 PM

4 This should include the area Mount Pisgah Church Walk 10/20/2017 2:02 PM

5 Add Mount Pisgah, Burras Lane. 10/20/2017 12:46 PM

6 Please take account of potential future need for station top to be the site of a new station. 10/20/2017 11:32 AM

7 This is a response on behalf of the Board of Otley Courthouse so we are only responding to parts
of the NP which refer, or impact on, Otley Courthouse.

10/19/2017 10:54 AM

8 N/A 10/19/2017 10:37 AM

9 Suggest refer to Birdcage Walk West to avoid confusion with eastern end already in CA 10/18/2017 12:55 PM

10 It's very bland - what does sympathetic enhancement mean? 10/16/2017 12:33 PM

11 Broadly agree 10/13/2017 8:56 PM

12 Important to Otley 9/11/2017 12:32 PM

13 Can't see why these particular areas were se.ected out of otley some yes not all 9/9/2017 9:02 AM
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69.70% 69

12.12% 12

18.18% 18

Q16 Do you agree with Policy BE2?
Answered: 99 Skipped: 32

TOTAL 99

# COMMENTS: DATE

1 I generally support conservation of heritage precinct architecture 11/14/2017 3:16 PM

2 2 and a half vs 3 Storeys Do not confuse 2 and a half storeys (2 storeys + habitable roof space
(Dormers)) with 3 full storeys + roof.

11/13/2017 12:22 PM

3 The term "2 and a half storys" means housing with rooms in the roof. Most Victorian properties are
2 and a half storeys (such as Danefield Terrace).

11/13/2017 11:58 AM

4 Add in 2 and a half storeys to policy wording. But be careful not to confuse 3 storey with 2 and a
half storey buildings. 2 St. with rooms in roof including dormers or velux. These are not 3 storey
buildings.

11/8/2017 2:23 PM

5 Yes 11/2/2017 1:29 PM

6 Buildings in all conservation areas in Otley should be limited to 2/12 storeys, not 3 storeys. 3
storeys could be taken as three levels and a roof with an attic, whereas all Victorian properties in
Otley have two Storeys with rooms in the roof/attic.

10/20/2017 2:32 PM

7 But don't agree with more housing 10/20/2017 9:44 AM

8 Replace final bullet point with "Historic surfaces such as flags, setts and kerbs should be retained
and enhanced.

10/19/2017 2:31 PM

9 Buildings in heritage and conservation areas of Otley are not usually of 3 stories in height; they are
2.5 stories (i.e. 2 stories with a converted attic/velux windows etc). Any buildings near Danefield
Terrace should absolutely not be any greater than 2.5 stories in height; none of the houses along
the terrace are three stories.

10/19/2017 1:47 PM

10 Concerned about reference to three storey houses. Many homes around here are effectively 2.5
storeys (attic rooms, dormers), and the drift towards narrow cramped 3 storey homes with high
roof lines is regrettable

10/19/2017 11:38 AM
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Don't Know
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11 N/A 10/19/2017 10:37 AM

12 Buildings in all conservation areas in Otley should be limited to 2/12 storeys, not 3 storeys. 3
storeys could be taken as three levels and a roof with an attic, whereas all Victorian properties in
Otley have two Storeys with rooms in the roof/attic.

10/18/2017 11:48 PM

13 Buildings in all conservation areas in Otley should be limited to 2/12 storeys, not 3 storeys. 3
storeys could be taken as three levels and a roof with an attic, whereas all Victorian properties in
Otley have two Storeys with rooms in the roof/attic.

10/18/2017 9:36 PM

14 2 1/2 storey buildings should not be confused with 3 storeys buildings. In all heritage and
conservation areas in Otley (indeed, wherever possible in Otley), building height should be limited
to 2 1/2 storeys. The term ‘2 1/2 storeys’ is a common planning term, and means housing with
rooms in the roof, with dormer or VELUX (or similar) windows. The large majority of Victoria
properties locally is 2 1/2 storeys, even those, such as Danefield Terrace, where the top floor is
original and not a recent conversion.

10/18/2017 11:55 AM

15 Building height should be limited throughout otley, to 2 1/2 storeys. 10/18/2017 11:38 AM

16 Albion Street and other streets containing similar style houses are important breeding sites for
migrating swifts. A study in 2017 determined that there are significant numbers of swifts returning
to these nesting sites each year and any new developments should make allowance for the type of
structures required to support swift nesting sites.

10/16/2017 7:17 PM

17 2 1/2 storey buildings should not be confused with 3-storey buildings. In all heritage and
conservation areas in Otley, buildings should be limited to 2 1/2 storeys. The terms '2 1/2 storeys'
is a common planning term and means housing with rooms in the roof, with dormer or VELUX (or
similar) windows. The large majority of Victorian properties locally is 2 1/2 storeys, even those
such as Danefield Terrace, where the top floor is original, not a more recent conversion.

10/16/2017 2:40 PM

18 I do not support any further development in this area. 10/16/2017 12:33 PM

19 Broadly agree 10/13/2017 8:56 PM

20 The bullet point about historic surfaces seems to be unnecessary vague, seemingly relying upon
the interpretation of “enhance”.

10/7/2017 4:30 PM

21 The bullet point about historic surfaces: replace “should respect and enhance..” with “improve the
quality and respect.. ”

10/7/2017 11:00 AM

22 As above 9/9/2017 9:02 AM
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79.80% 79

4.04% 4

16.16% 16

Q17 Do you agree with Policy BE3?
Answered: 99 Skipped: 32

TOTAL 99

# COMMENTS: DATE

1 Pedestrian permeability should be promoted further than just this precinct. Please remove gate
between hospital and Wharfedale Drive LS21 2AL

11/14/2017 3:16 PM

2 2 and a half is common planning terminology. 11/13/2017 12:22 PM

3 As above N.B. The term "2 and a half storeys) is a common planning technical term. 11/8/2017 2:23 PM

4 SUDS + conserving trees hedges where appropriate. 11/7/2017 1:49 PM

5 Yes 11/2/2017 1:29 PM

6 But don't agree with more housing 10/20/2017 9:44 AM

7 See BE2 10/19/2017 2:31 PM

8 same concerns about drift to 3 storeys 10/19/2017 11:38 AM

9 N/A 10/19/2017 10:37 AM

10 I'm opposed to any building in this area. It should be left as open countryside. Its views are a
major enhancement. Otherwise agree in principle

10/19/2017 8:01 AM

11 But do not understand proposed need 'to enhance permeability' in this area. The inset maps would
be clearer if numbered according to policy number.

10/18/2017 12:55 PM

12 I do not support any further development in this area. 10/16/2017 12:33 PM

13 Broadly agree 10/13/2017 8:56 PM

14 The bullet point about historic surfaces seems to be unnecessary vague, seemingly relying upon
the interpretation of “enhance”.

10/7/2017 4:30 PM

15 The bullet point about historic surfaces: replace “should respect and enhance..” with “improve the
quality and respect.. ”

10/7/2017 11:00 AM
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16 It is not clear which specific items these numbers refer to. 10/5/2017 1:15 PM

17 As above 9/9/2017 9:02 AM
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79.80% 79

4.04% 4

16.16% 16

Q18 Do you agree with Policy BE4?
Answered: 99 Skipped: 32

TOTAL 99

# COMMENTS: DATE

1 Yes 11/2/2017 1:29 PM

2 But don't agree with more housing 10/20/2017 9:44 AM

3 See BE2 10/19/2017 2:31 PM

4 N/A 10/19/2017 10:37 AM

5 Definitely no more building here 10/19/2017 8:01 AM

6 I do not support any further development in this area. 10/16/2017 12:33 PM

7 Broadly agree 10/13/2017 8:56 PM

8 The bullet point about historic surfaces seems to be unnecessary vague, seemingly relying upon
the interpretation of “enhance”.

10/7/2017 4:30 PM

9 The bullet point about historic surfaces: replace “should respect and enhance..” with “improve the
quality and respect.. ”

10/7/2017 11:00 AM

10 As above as above 9/9/2017 9:02 AM
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73.74% 73

11.11% 11

15.15% 15

Q19 Do you agree with Policy BE5?
Answered: 99 Skipped: 32

TOTAL 99

# COMMENTS: DATE

1 See comments for BE3 11/13/2017 12:22 PM

2 See reply to BE2 11/13/2017 11:58 AM

3 As above 11/8/2017 2:23 PM

4 Yes 11/2/2017 1:29 PM

5 All the relevant views from Appendix 5 should be included in full in the policy. 10/20/2017 8:53 PM

6 There is a lot of redevelopment here which needs control before precedents set! 10/20/2017 12:46 PM

7 But don't agree with more housing 10/20/2017 9:44 AM

8 All relevant views within Appendix 5 should be replicated in full within the policy. 10/19/2017 2:31 PM

9 Buildings in heritage and conservation areas of Otley are not usually of 3 stories in height; they are
2.5 stories (i.e. 2 stories with a converted attic/velux windows etc).

10/19/2017 1:47 PM

10 3 storeys again 10/19/2017 11:38 AM

11 N/A 10/19/2017 10:37 AM

12 Another sensitive area where I feel no more building should take place. Otherwise agree with
other points, especially retaining green spaces

10/19/2017 8:01 AM

13 Buildings in all conservation areas in Otley should be limited to 2/12 storeys, not 3 storeys. 3
storeys could be taken as three levels and a roof with an attic, whereas all Victorian properties in
Otley have two Storeys with rooms in the roof/attic.

10/18/2017 9:36 PM
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14 2 1/2 storey buildings should not be confused with 3 storeys buildings. In all heritage and
conservation areas in Otley (indeed, wherever possible in Otley), building height should be limited
to 2 1/2 storeys. The term ‘2 1/2 storeys’ is a common planning term, and means housing with
rooms in the roof, with dormer or VELUX (or similar) windows. The large majority of Victoria
properties locally is 2 1/2 storeys, even those, such as Danefield Terrace, where the top floor is
original and not a recent conversion.

10/18/2017 11:55 AM

15 2 1/2 storey buildings should not be confused with 3 storeys. 10/18/2017 11:38 AM

16 But as previously stated, appendices should not be referred to, the views should be listed within
the Policy.

10/16/2017 8:30 PM

17 2 1/2 storey buildings should not be confused with 3-storey buildings. In all heritage and
conservation areas in Otley, buildings should be limited to 2 1/2 storeys. The terms '2 1/2 storeys'
is a common planning term and means housing with rooms in the roof, with dormer or VELUX (or
similar) windows. The large majority of Victorian properties locally is 2 1/2 storeys, even those
such as Danefield Terrace, where the top floor is original, not a more recent conversion.

10/16/2017 2:40 PM

18 I do not support any further development in this area. 10/16/2017 12:33 PM

19 All the relevant views within Appendix 5 should be replicated in full within this policy. 10/16/2017 8:00 AM

20 All the relevant views within Appendix 5 should be replicated in full within this policy. 10/16/2017 7:48 AM

21 What is the obsession with gritstone? Surely it's more important to focus on using materials that
will make houses sustainable and passive. Nobody seems to have cared about these sensibilities
on when they were building the monstrous houses at the western end of Birdcage Walk.

10/15/2017 7:30 PM

22 All the relevant views within Appendix 5 should be replicated in full within this policy. 10/7/2017 4:30 PM

23 All the relevant views within Appendix 5 should be replicated in full within this policy. 10/7/2017 11:00 AM

24 As above 9/9/2017 9:02 AM
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79.80% 79

4.04% 4

16.16% 16

Q20 Do you agree with Policy BE6?
Answered: 99 Skipped: 32

TOTAL 99

# COMMENTS: DATE

1 Please provide for cycling over Whitebridge and connections along both sides of river. Second
thoughts, but seems ok to me - it was hard to find on map

11/14/2017 3:16 PM

2 As a enthusiast for vernacular i am happy B6 to B12 and B1 to B5 11/13/2017 3:20 PM

3 Preserve wildlife value/river corridor important 11/2/2017 3:34 PM

4 Yes 11/2/2017 1:29 PM

5 But don't want more housing 10/20/2017 9:44 AM

6 Station Top is also important as a wildlife area- often the first place I hear chiffchaffs singing on
arrival in the spring. I see you have included it in potential extensions to green space as well as
under this section: please ensure the needs are balanced.

10/19/2017 2:14 PM

7 N/A 10/19/2017 10:37 AM

8 Definitely no building here. Otherwise agree with retaining parkland, woodland and open spaces 10/19/2017 8:01 AM

9 But do not understand proposed need 'to enhance permeability' in this area.Isn't this adequate? 10/18/2017 12:55 PM

10 I do not support any further residential development in this area 10/16/2017 12:33 PM

11 Broadly agree 10/13/2017 8:56 PM

12 The bullet point about historic surfaces: replace “should respect and enhance..” with “improve the
quality and respect.. ”

10/7/2017 11:00 AM

13 As above 9/9/2017 9:02 AM
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79.80% 79

3.03% 3

17.17% 17

Q21 Do you agree with Policy BE7?
Answered: 99 Skipped: 32

TOTAL 99

# COMMENTS: DATE

1 The Heritage architecture of town is ??? our gift to the future 11/13/2017 3:20 PM

2 River corridor – light levels are an issue on recent developments in this corridor 11/7/2017 1:49 PM

3 Yes 11/2/2017 1:29 PM

4 All the relevant views from Appendix 5 should be included in full in the policy. 10/20/2017 8:53 PM

5 Parking facilities here would relieve the pressured town and be designed to enhance the nature of
the station top walks and cycle ways and historical signboards

10/20/2017 12:46 PM

6 But don't want more housing 10/20/2017 9:44 AM

7 All relevant views within Appendix 5 should be replicated within the policy. 10/19/2017 2:31 PM

8 N/A 10/19/2017 10:37 AM

9 Same comments as earlier regarding views. 10/16/2017 8:30 PM

10 I do not support any further development in this area. 10/16/2017 12:33 PM

11 All the relevant views within Appendix 5 should be replicated in full within this policy. 10/16/2017 8:00 AM

12 All the relevant views within Appendix 5 should be replicated in full within this policy. 10/16/2017 7:48 AM

13 Broadly agree 10/13/2017 8:56 PM

14 All the relevant views within Appendix 5 should be replicated in full within this policy. The bullet
point about historic surfaces seems to be unnecessary vague, seemingly relying upon the
interpretation of “enhance”.

10/7/2017 4:30 PM

15 All the relevant views within Appendix 5 should be replicated in full within this policy. The bullet
point about historic surfaces: replace “should respect and enhance..” with “improve the quality and
respect.. ”

10/7/2017 11:00 AM
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16 As above 9/9/2017 9:02 AM
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81.82% 81

2.02% 2

16.16% 16

Q22 Do you agree with Policy BE8?
Answered: 99 Skipped: 32

TOTAL 99

# COMMENTS: DATE

1 Cannot find these location on maps 11/14/2017 3:16 PM

2 I feel the B.E. section shows foresight + good judgement in ourresponsibility to future generations 11/13/2017 3:20 PM

3 Clarify than partial/total demolition is not supported 11/13/2017 12:22 PM

4 The NPPF call this sort of building a "non-designated asset". Partial or total demolition will not be
accepted.

11/13/2017 11:58 AM

5 Perhaps Otley's pubs should be included as well, particularly those in the town centre. 11/9/2017 3:49 PM

6 NPPF calls these "non-designed heritage assets" but please make clear in policy wording that
partial or total demolition will not be supported.

11/8/2017 2:23 PM

7 Yes 11/2/2017 1:29 PM

8 But don't want more housing 10/20/2017 9:44 AM

9 As well as the ripening wall, the Summercross pub building should be protected 10/19/2017 11:38 AM

10 N/A 10/19/2017 10:37 AM

11 But believe the Police Station should be included by virtue of the qulaity of design and detailing, its
prominent setting and being a good representative of its architectural period and style with few if
any comparable examples in the town Throstle Nest Farm and the recent adjacent sensitive barn
conversions on Weston Lane merit consideration on their prominence and architecture

10/18/2017 12:55 PM

12 But the NPPF calls this type of building a ‘non-designated heritage asset’. Please make it clear
that partial or total demolition will not be accepted.

10/18/2017 11:55 AM

13 Should be made clear that partial or total demolition cannot be accepted. 10/18/2017 11:38 AM
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14 Suggest that assessments for Evergreens, Eller Ghyll Mill and Ashfields in Appendix 6 would
benefit from addition of more detail/information to provide more robust justifications for their
designation.

10/17/2017 1:11 PM

15 The NPPF calls this type of building a 'non-designated heritage asset'. Please make it clear that
partial or total demolition will not be accepted.

10/16/2017 2:40 PM

16 Very weak. 10/16/2017 12:33 PM

17 Broadly agree 10/13/2017 8:56 PM

18 Does this include the town hall, the cobbled streets, the market , the banks , etc. Not sure what is
already listed. I do not think we have to preserve everything, it can change but it has to be done
tastefully. I do think it is important for the centre of the town to have a cohesive look which will
need to be carefully monitored. Who will do this?

10/9/2017 4:08 PM

19 Why 14? A list of important buildings characteristic of Otley would be helpful. These should be
taken into account when there is any proposed development/change of frontage which would be
inappropriate.

10/5/2017 1:15 PM
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75.76% 75

7.07% 7

17.17% 17

Q23 Do you agree with Policy BE9?
Answered: 99 Skipped: 32

TOTAL 99

# COMMENTS: DATE

1 You have omitted South from Rammers Cottage right of way and from the public walkway South of
Danefield Terrace. Appendix 5 needs to be in the Neighbourhood Plan not as an appendix.

11/13/2017 11:58 AM

2 But key view (app.5) omitted - looking south from Rammers Cottage right of way up to Chevin +
public walkway R/O Danefield Terrace. - Add 2 and a half storeys to list of heights - Clarify that 3
storey development will only be appropriate in a small number of exceptional cases, not the norm.
- Add that recent historic england advice* places greater emphasis than ever before on the
"setting of a cons area" ie areas immediately + morewidley around the cons area.

11/8/2017 2:23 PM

3 See our comments below under TNRH7 11/2/2017 2:40 PM

4 Yes 11/2/2017 1:29 PM

5 P44 Special consideration should be given to the renovation of all Victorian road signs within (and
outside) C.A

10/26/2017 10:20 AM

6 This is good but could be enhanced. I suggest that this specifies 'wooden' sash windows and also
is linked to the project on p.100 on heritage advisory leaflets. This should be worded to propose
an active leafleting and awareness raising campaign. Also street signs to indicate heritage areas.

10/23/2017 1:11 PM

7 All the relevant views from Appendix 5 should be included in full in the policy. 10/20/2017 8:53 PM

8 Two key views have been omitted and should be included: From the public walkway south of
Danefield Terrace towards the Chevin. South from Rammers Cottage right of way up to the
Chevin. Appendix 5 (List of Key Views) should be included in the body of the Neighbourhood Plan.

10/20/2017 2:32 PM

9 Include police station as interesting example of morn architecture 10/20/2017 1:31 PM

10 ? control of new business frontage, signage and lighting e.g. Antalya barbers, Kirkgate (next to
LLoyds) Has he applied for planning for neon signs etc. Also signage of shops should have a
historical theme. Barnard Castle is an excellent example of shop frontages sympathetically using
the traditional design and architecture. ?

10/20/2017 12:46 PM
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11 But don't want more housing 10/20/2017 9:44 AM

12 concern that overemphasis on 'traditional' building in the conservation area may create a 'toy
village' Prince Charles type environment; good modern design can enhance and compliment
existing traditional buildings

10/20/2017 9:03 AM

13 Need to ensure key views includes views from by Rammers cottage and the public footpath south
of Danefield Terrace.

10/19/2017 2:48 PM

14 All relevant views within appendix 5 should be replicated within the policy. See BE2 re. historic
surfaces.

10/19/2017 2:31 PM

15 Some of the older buildings within the Otley Conservation Areas are really important sites for
nesting swifts and roosting bats: new builds lack the crevices and holes that are present in these
old buildings. Please ensure that any proposals to refurbish the old buildings or maintain them to
higher standards take account of the presence of swifts or bats whose survival as species are
under threat if their living spaces are eliminated.

10/19/2017 2:14 PM

16 These Key Views have been omitted: -south from Rammers Cottage right of way looking up to the
Chevin -from the public walkway south of Danefield Terrace, looking south towards the Chevin.
These must be included in Appendix 5 (list of Key Views). However, this list should most definitely
not be an Appendix but should be in the body of the Neighbourhood Plan. 2.5 storeys should be
added to the list, and 3 storeys should be removed. Historic England’s ‘The setting of Heritage
Assets - Historic Environment Good Practice Advice in Planning 3’ places greater emphasis than
ever before on the setting of a Conservation Area, i.e., areas immediately and more widely around
the Conservation Area. This needs to be included in the policy.

10/19/2017 1:47 PM

17 N/A 10/19/2017 10:37 AM

18 Buildings in all conservation areas in Otley should be limited to 2/12 storeys, not 3 storeys. 3
storeys could be taken as three levels and a roof with an attic, whereas all Victorian properties in
Otley have two Storeys with rooms in the roof/attic. Two key views have been omitted and should
be included: From the public walkway south of Danefield Terrace towards the Chevin. South from
Rammers Cottage right of way up to the Chevin. Appendix 5 (List of Key Views) should be
included in the body of the Neighbourhood Plan.

10/18/2017 11:48 PM

19 Two key views have been omitted and should be included: From the public walkway south of
Danefield Terrace towards the Chevin. South from Rammers Cottage right of way up to the
Chevin. Appendix 5 (List of Key Views) should be included in the body of the Neighbourhood Plan.

10/18/2017 9:36 PM

20 'Special' is rather vague so suggest reference to historic surfaces would better read ..' respect and
enhance their contribution to the distinctive heritage character' of the area. Need clearer
explanation for this in preamble

10/18/2017 12:55 PM

21 The following Key Views have been omitted and need to be included: south from Rammers
Cottage right of way looking up to the Chevin; and from the public walkway south of Danefield
Terrace, looking south towards the Chevin. Appendix 5 (list of Key Views) needs to be in the body
of the Neighbourhood Plan, not an Appendix. 2 1/2 storeys should be added to the list, and 3
storeys should be removed. Please add that Historic England’s ‘The setting of Heritage Assets -
Historic Environment Good Practice Advice in Planning 3’ places greater emphasis than ever
before on the setting of a Conservation Area, i.e., areas immediately and more widely around the
Conservation Area.

10/18/2017 11:55 AM

22 Need to consider the setting of conservation and key views, such as looking towards the chevin. 10/18/2017 11:38 AM

23 These 2 key views should be included: South from Rammers Cottage right of way up to the
Chevin. From the public walkway south of Danefield Terrace towards the Chevin.

10/17/2017 8:46 PM

24 Any development should be treated sympathetically to its adjacent environment. Shop front
development could be prioritised.

10/17/2017 1:31 PM

25 Appendices re views to be included within Policy paragraph. 10/16/2017 8:30 PM

26 These 2 Key Views have been omitted and need to be included: south from Rammers Cottage
right of way up to the Chevin; from the public walkway south of Danefield Terrace south towards
the Chevin. Appendix 5 (list of Key Views) needs to be in the body of the Neighbourhood Plan, not
an Appendix. Add 2 1/2 storey to the list of heights, remove 3 storeys. Add that recent Historic
England advice (The Setting of Heritage Assets - Good Practice Advice in Planning: 3) places
greater emphasis than ever before on the 'setting of a conservation area', i.e., areas immediately
and more widely around the conservation area.

10/16/2017 2:40 PM
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27 I do not support development in the Conservation area. 10/16/2017 12:33 PM

28 All the relevant views within Appendix 5 should be replicated in full within this policy. 10/16/2017 8:00 AM

29 All the relevant views within Appendix 5 should be replicated in full within this policy. 10/16/2017 7:48 AM

30 Cannot agree that within the area I live in (west chevin ward end of conservation area) " buildings
of two or three storeys;" is simply inaccurate as a "feature of the area". Many, even most, of the
existing victorian terraces or houses are in fact four storeys, practically all of Ilkley road is. In some
cases this includes cellars or loft conversions, but if the intent is "two or three storeys plus cellar
and plus loft level" this should be made clear. There are in fact five storey houses on my terrace
where the loft has been converted. The recent development at Grove Mill Court is clearly four
storeys, in parts. I support a policy that says new buildings should fit in with existing, but to say that
means "two or three storeys" when the existing have four or more is unjustifiable in my opinion.

10/13/2017 8:56 PM

31 All the relevant views within Appendix 5 should be replicated in full within this policy. The bullet
point about historic surfaces seems to be unnecessary vague, seemingly relying upon the
interpretation of “enhance”.

10/7/2017 4:30 PM

32 All the relevant views within Appendix 5 should be replicated in full within this policy. The bullet
point about historic surfaces: replace “should respect and enhance..” with “improve the quality and
respect.. ”

10/7/2017 11:00 AM

33 But fundamentally restrict development other than to address derelict areas 9/9/2017 9:02 AM
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76.77% 76

4.04% 4

19.19% 19

Q24 Do you agree with Policy BE10?
Answered: 99 Skipped: 32

TOTAL 99

# COMMENTS: DATE

1 Historic england "the setting of heritage assets - historic environment good practice advice in
planning:3"

11/8/2017 2:23 PM

2 Yes 11/2/2017 1:29 PM

3 Not sure that The Oval, Duncan or Pegholme areas are particularly worthy. 10/20/2017 11:32 AM

4 But don't want more housing 10/20/2017 9:44 AM

5 N/A 10/19/2017 10:37 AM

6 I do not agree with further development of this area. 10/16/2017 12:33 PM

7 Broadly agree 10/13/2017 8:56 PM

8 I do not personally consider Pegholme, Duncan and the Oval to be particularly interesting
architecturally. Further, since the houses are privately owned, residents are free to change the
houses if they wish.

10/5/2017 1:15 PM

9 Who decided these were notable architectural design - far more than these in otley , start by
tidying these areas up !

9/9/2017 9:02 AM

Yes

No

Don't Know

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
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Yes
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76.77% 76

4.04% 4

19.19% 19

Q25 Do you agree with Policy BE11?
Answered: 99 Skipped: 32

TOTAL 99

# COMMENTS: DATE

1 Yes 11/2/2017 1:29 PM

2 But don't want more housing 10/20/2017 9:44 AM

3 N/A 10/19/2017 10:37 AM

4 Are Duncan and Pegholme mixed up on the map 8? 10/18/2017 8:44 PM

5 I do not agree with further development in this area. 10/16/2017 12:33 PM

6 Broadly agree 10/13/2017 8:56 PM

7 Again I do not know which specific areas these policies refer to. 10/5/2017 1:15 PM

8 As above 9/9/2017 9:02 AM

Yes

No

Don't Know
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75.76% 75

5.05% 5

19.19% 19

Q26 Do you agree with Policy BE12?
Answered: 99 Skipped: 32

TOTAL 99

# COMMENTS: DATE

1 BE1 – BE12 – all policies to ensure any development is sympathetic are to be welcomed. 11/7/2017 11:28 AM

2 Yes 11/2/2017 1:29 PM

3 Street naming protocol. Great confusion between Riverside Park (Farnley area) and Garnett's
Wharfe riverside - 2 areas named there - Riverside Walk and Riverside Square. Should not be all
used!! Preference should be given to older riverside park area!

11/2/2017 12:58 PM

4 But don't want more housing 10/20/2017 9:44 AM

5 N/A 10/19/2017 10:37 AM

6 I do not agree with further development in this area. 10/16/2017 12:33 PM

7 Please no more "Mock Tudor"! Please! 10/15/2017 7:30 PM

8 Broadly agree 10/13/2017 8:56 PM

9 As above 9/9/2017 9:02 AM

Yes
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Don't Know
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47.92% 46

29.17% 28

22.92% 22

Q27 Do you agree with Policy MU1?
Answered: 96 Skipped: 35

TOTAL 96

# COMMENTS: DATE

1 Am concerned that the number of proposed dwellings East of Otley may not still be required in
view of the number of new houses built in Otley and also the amount of brown field sites becoming
available

11/13/2017 3:21 PM

2 This is really 7 - 8 polices fitted into one! There are multiply objections Too many to fit here! Need
for road/housing not proven. See separate sheet please Separate sheet copied and pasted below:
Do you agree with Policy MU1 ? NO I have multiple objections to this Policy. Fundamentally, there
should be no presumption that MU1 will go ahead. The need for and suitability of a Relief Road is
not yet proven. The setting of a Conservation Area must be considered in light of recent Historic
England guidance. (See too comments on BE9). DO NOT say development 'will be'; please say
'should be'. Detailed objections to MU 1: Policy MU1 (page 50 of Neighbourhood Plan): East of
Otley Key Guiding Development Principles An Agreed Strategic Approach. Despite what is said in
the Neighbourhood Plan (NP), I don't agree with any East of Otley development, including the
Relief Road. If it were to go ahead, planning permission should only be given by Leeds City
Council (LCC) once development of all brownfield sites in Otley has already been given planning
permission, and building work and sales have started. It was clear from the Otley-wide consultation
preceding the NP, that development of greenfield sites was opposed, especially the East of Otley
development. Notwithstanding the above, these are my comments on Section MU1. Otley
Conservation Area Note that there is little reference in MU1 to the fact that Danefield Terrace and
the area around it are a Conservation Area, and no regard has been given to this Conservation
Area in MM. Precedent has recently been set by LCC in Adel where development is precluded
from key fields that are considered to be part of the setting of the conservation area, and therefore
an intrinsic part of it. The field (grazing land) in front of Danefield Terrace should therefore be
removed from the Site Allocation Plan (SAP), in line with this precedent, and should remain
grazing land. Potential new housing site in the Leeds Outer NW Site Allocation Plan (SAP) is
adjacent Adel Conservation Area. Site Ref. is HG2-18 (2130) and the map can be found on pages
388-389 of the Outer NW SAP document. Leeds City Council states that 'site affects the setting of
Adel Conservation appearance of Conservation Area. No built development should take on the
fields to the east of the beck, which should retain a natural, rural character. If Leeds CC say this

11/13/2017 12:54 PM
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about a greenfield site next to Adel Conservation Area, they should say ii about Otley
Conservation Area, and in particular, the fields south of Danefield Terrace, because the Otley
Conservation Area boundary runs along the bottom of the gardens of Danefield Terrace. Historic
England (previously English Heritage) has recently produced detailed guidance on how the
SETTING of Conservation Areas should be assessed. 'The Setting of Heritage Assets: Historic
Environment Good Practice Advice in Planning: 3. LCC produced the 'Otley Conservation Area
Appraisal' in 2003. It is very out-of-date as it does not include any assessment of the SETTING of
the Conservation Area, nor any MANAGEMENT PROPOSALS for the Conservation Area. We
support the Neighbourhood Plan's statement in Section 5.2 (Built Environment) 'The Key Issues'
that LCC's review of Otley Conservation Area is long overdue. N.B. We feel it is totally wrong that
Historic England has not assessed the East of Otley housing site; they have only assessed the
newly brought-forward sites, such as Adel. LCC's 'Heritage Background Paper' does not assess
the East of Otley site, and is therefore fundamentally flawed. Landscape and Visual Amenity There
has been a very recent Appeal decision in North Yorkshire in regard to 165 houses outside
Harrogate. The Inspector turned these down on the basis of the visual amenity of the site to
existing inhabitants. Neighbourhood Plan Policy GE2 Local Green Infrastructure. LCC has
produced a 'Strategic Green Infrastructure' map (reproduced on page 20 of the Neighbourhood
Plan). Fields immediately south of Danefield Terrace are shown included, along with all the fields
in the proposed East of Otley site. Therefore, LCC's own Core Strategy says these fields should be
maintained and enhanced! This 'Strategic Green Infrastructure` map was based on a recent 2010
study by Natural England. Why is LCC even thinking of developing these fields? Also, why is the
East of Otley site excluded from the LCC's 'Habitat Network showing grassland sites (page 27 of
the Neighbourhood Plan'. Masterplan. This must include ALL phases, and planning permission of
all phases must be sought at the same time. (i.e., NO phasing of planning permission). Transport
Study. Appendix 8 should be included in the main body of the NP. Ask for the following
amendment as regards methodology: 'the study to be founded, on a detailed traffic model: well
calibrated by surveys of current traffic flows, covering the town centre in sufficient detail to give
meaningful results, including the collection of sufficient origin/destination data, extending beyond
the Otley area sufficiently to assess the wider consequences of the relief road'. Design Code. Note
that nearly all the Victorian properties in MU1, including Danefield Terrace, are classified as 2.5
storeys high for planning purposes. There should be NO 3-storey properties in the East of Otley
development. I disagree with the suggestion that there should be proportionately fewer detached
dwellings in the East of Otley development. Pub: we already have one in the area!! Summercross.
There is no need for a new one, this one should be reopened. It is recognised as a Positive
Building (?? need Sue to confirm wording) by heritage policy and must be retained. There is a
proven deficiency of allotment space. New allotments should be incorporated into any design
brief. Eastern Relief Road. Nothing should be considered until a traffic study has been carried out.
The function of this road needs to be clarified. There appears to be a perception locally that it is a
new bypass, but I believe it will be an access road for the development, with many roundabouts
and turnings off it. It should be subject to the same 20mph limit that is in force in many residential
roads in Otley. It should be made clear in the NP that it is NOT a bypass extension and therefore
will not alleviate any current traffic problems. The NP says that it should be complete 'within 5
years' Clarification must be given as to what marks the start of this 5 years. Notwithstanding the
answer to this, I believe that the road building must take 2 years only. There must be no vehicular
access to the East of Otley development from East Busk Lane, !rigs Lane, Old St Clair Road or
Bremner Street. Access must only be from the Relief Road. (Note that the 'new' and alarming
Persimmons plan suggests that access will be from the Relief Road, St Clair Road and East Busk
Lane). Footpath and Cycle Links. Provision should be made for off-road bridleways. Employment
Provision. What is meant by Employment Provision? It could be mean anything from offices,
schools to heavy industry. If there is to be employment provision, then the categories of
employment needs to be clarified. Please note that the plan recently submitted to the Inspector
(bypassing our democratically-elected Council and LCC officers) by Persimmons, has put
employment provision on half of what is currently designated as Public Open Space by LCC and
the Neighbourhood Plan GE7. Why?
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3 I object to this policy & its wording. It shouldn't be presumed that MU1 will go ahead. The value of
a Relief Road hasn't been proven. It doesn't respect a conservation area such as Danefield
Terrace & surrounding area. See separate sheet Below is the text that was attached to the
questionnaire: Do you agree with Policy MUl? NO I have multiple objections to this Policy.
Fundamentally, there should be no presumption that MU1 will go ahead. The need for and
suitability of a Relief Road is not yet proven. The setting of a Conservation Area must be
considered in light of recent Historic England guidance. (See too comments on 8E9). DO NOT say
development 'will be'; please say 'should be'. Detailed objections to MU1: Policy MU1 (page 50 of
Neighbourhood Plan): East of Otley Key Guiding Development Principles An Agreed Strategic
Approach. Despite what is said in the Neighbourhood Plan (NP), I don't agree with any East of
Otley development, including the Relief Road. If it is to go ahead, planning permission should only
be given by Leeds City Council (LCC) once development of all brownfield sites in Otley has
already been given planning permission, and building work and sales have started. It was clear
from the Otley-wide consultation preceding the NP, that development of greenfield sites was
opposed, especially the East of Otley development. Notwithstanding the above, these are my
comments on Section MU1. (THIS IS REALLY IMPORTANT:) Note that there are few (no?)
references in MU1 to the fact that Danefield Terrace and the area around it are a Conservation
Area, and no regard has been given to this Conservation Area in MW. Precedent has recently
been set by LCC in Adel where planning permission was refused for key fields that were
considered to be part of the aspect of the conservation area, and therefore an intrinsic part of it.
The field (grazing land) in front of Danefield Terrace should therefore be removed from the Site
Allocation Plan (SAP), in line with this precedent, and should remain grazing land. Note also that
there has been a very recent Appeal decision in North Yorkshire in regard to 160 houses outside
Harrogate. The Inspector turned these down on the basis of the visual amenity of the site to
existing inhabitants. Masterplan. This must include ALL phases, and planning permission of all
phases must be sought at the time. (i.e., NO phasing of planning permission). Transport Study.
(Agree with ODD that) Appendix 8 should be included in the main body of the NP. (Agree with with
ODD) Ask for the following amendment as regards methodology: 'the study to be ed on a detailed
traffic model: well calibrated by surveys of current traffic flows, covering the town centre in
sufficient detail to give meaningful results, including the collection of sufficient origin/destination
data, extending beyond the Otley area sufficiently to assess the wider consequences of the relief
road. Design Code. (I disagree with ODD apparently suggesting ANY 3-storey buildings, and
especially that should be proportionately more of them.) Note that nearly all the Victorian
properties in MLA including Danefield Terrace, are ied as 2.5 storeys high for planning purposes.
There should be NO 3-storey properties in the East of Otley development. I disagree with the
suggestion that there should be proportionately fewer detached dwellings in the East of Otley
development. Pub: we already have one in the area!! Summercross. There is no need for a new
one, this one should be reopened. It is recognised as a Positive Building (?? need Sue to confirm
wording) by heritage policy and must be retained. Eastern Relief Road. The Function of this road
needs to be clarified. There appears to be a perception locally that it is a new bypass, but I believe
it will be an access road for the development, with many roundabouts and turnings off it. It should
be subject to the same 20mph limit that is in force in many residential roads in Otley. it should be
made clear in the NP that it is NOT a bypass extension and therefore will not alleviate any current
traffic problems. The NP says that it should be complete 'within 5 years. Clarification must be given
as to what marks the start of this 5 this 5 years. Notwithstanding the answer to this, I believe that
the road bluilding must take 2 years only. There must be no vehicular access to the East of Otley
development from East Busk Lane, Ings Lane, Old St Clair Road or Bremner Street. Access must
only be from the Relief Road. (Note that the "new" and alarming Persimmons plan suggests that
access will be from the Relief Road, St Clair Road and East Busk Lane). Footpath Cycle Links.

11/13/2017 11:58 AM

4 With the changes set out on the attached form and 1) All defined and proposed rights of way to
remain 2) All tree protection orders to be respected 3) An archaeological survey must be done
prior to any development 4) All brownfield land must be used up before any development to the
east of Otley 5) Green corridors between the new estate and open fields, Cambridge Estate,
gardens, old railway line, hedgerows, the old Ings tip etc to provide habitat, food etc for wildlife that
will otherwise be hemmed in by busy roads on all sides. Attached document of comments on
Policy MU1 east of Otley key guiding development principles written by ODD

11/9/2017 3:53 PM

5 1. General comment: the plan is too ambitious for size of town (550 properties=800+ vehicles),
traffic can't operate now, grid locked at some time most days. 2. What length of the relief road,
from the roundabout on Leeds Road, will be elevated? And by how much from the existing ground
level? 3. Also, will any noise barrier screening be installed for the affected properties on Leeds
Road (no's 92-110)? Attached document of comments on Policy MU1 East of Otley Key Guiding
development principles written by ODD

11/9/2017 3:43 PM
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6 Comments submitted separately Attached comments are the ODDS comments on policy MU1 -
East of Otley key guiding development principles.

11/8/2017 3:50 PM

7 See Separate sheet please. I have multiple objections to this policy. Fundamentally, there should
be no presumption that this will go ahead. Needs/suitability of proposed "relief" road is not yet
proven. Add that setting of cons. area must be considered in light of recent historic eng. guidance.
Below is the text that was attached to the questionnaire: I have multiple objections to this Policy.
Fundamentally, there should be no presumption that MU1 will go ahead. The need for and
suitability of a Relief Road is not yet proven. The setting of a Conservation Area must be
considered in light of recent Historic England guidance. (See too comments on BE9). DO NOT say
development 'will be'; please say 'should be'. Detailed objections to MU1: Policy MU1 (page 50 of
Neighbourhood Plan): East of Otley Key Guiding Development Principles An Agreed Strategic
Approach. Despite what is said in the Neighbourhood Plan (NP), I don't agree with any East of
Otley development, including the Relief Road. If it were to go ahead, planning permission should
only be given by Leeds City Council (LCC) once development of all brownfield sites in Otley has
already been given planning permission, and building work and sales have started. It was clear
from the Otley-wide consultation preceding the NP, that development of greenfield sites was
opposed, especially the East of Otley development. Notwithstanding the above, these are my
comments on Section MU1. Otley Conservation Area Note that there is little reference in MU1 to
the fact that Danefield Terrace and the area around it are a Conservation Area, and no regard has
been given to this Conservation Area in MM. Precedent has recently been set by LCC in Adel
where development is precluded from key fields that are considered to be part of the setting of the
conservation area, and therefore an intrinsic part of it. The field (grazing land) in front of Danefield
Terrace should therefore be removed from the Site Allocation Plan (SAP), in line with this
precedent, and should remain grazing land. Potential new housing site in the Leeds Outer NW Site
Allocation Plan (SAP) is adjacent Adel Conservation Area. Site Ref. is HG2-18 (2130) and the map
can be found on pages 388-389 of the Outer NW SAP document. Leeds City Council states that
'site affects the setting of Adel Conservation appearance of Conservation Area. No built
development should take on the fields to the east of the beck, which should retain a natural, rural
character. If Leeds CC say this about a green field site next to Adel Conservation Area, they
should say it about Otley Conservation Area, and in particular, the fields south of Danefield
Terrace, because the Otley Conservation Area boundary runs along the bottom of the gardens of
Danefield Terrace. Historic England (previously English Heritage) has recently produced detailed
guidance on how the SETTING of Conservation Areas should be assessed. 'The Setting of
Heritage Assets: Historic Environment Good Practice Advice in Planning: 3'. LCC produced the
'Otley Conservation Area Appraisal' in 2003. It is very out-of-date as it does not include any
assessment of the SETTING of the Conservation Area, nor any MANAGEMENT PROPOSALS for
the Conservation Area. We support the Neighbourhood Plan's statement in Section 5.2 (Built
Environment) 'The Key Issues' that LCC's review of Otley Conservation Area is long overdue. N.B.
We feel it is totally wrong that Historic England has not assessed the East of Otley housing site;
they have only assessed the newly brought-forward sites, such as Adel. LCC's 'Heritage
Background Paper' does not assess the East of Otley site, and is therefore fundamentally flawed.
Landscape and Visual Amenity There has been a very recent Appeal decision in North Yorkshire
in regard to 165 houses outside Harrogate. The Inspector turned these down on the basis of the
visual amenity of the site to existing inhabitants. Neighbourhood Plan Policy GE2 Local Green
Infrastructure. LCC has produced a 'Strategic Green Infrastructure' map (reproduced on page 20
of the Neighbourhood Plan). Fields immediately south of Danefield Terrace are shown included,
along with all the fields in the proposed East of Otley site. Therefore, LCC's own Core Strategy
says these fields should be maintained and enhanced! This 'Strategic Green Infrastructure' map
was based on a recent 2010 study by Natural England. Why is LCC even thinking of developing
these fields? Also, why is the East of Otley site excluded from the LCC's 'Habitat Network showing
grassland sites (page 27 of the Neighbourhood Plan'. Masterplan. This must include ALL phases,
and planning permission of all phases must be sought at the same time. (i.e., NO phasing of
planning permission). Transport Study. Appendix 8 should be included in the main body of the NP.
Ask for the following amendment as regards methodology: 'the study to be founded on a detailed
traffic model: well calibrated by surveys of current traffic flows, covering the town centre in
sufficient detail to give meaningful results, including the collection of sufficient origin/destination
data, extending beyond the Otley area sufficiently to assess the wider consequences of the relief
road'. Design Code. Note that nearly all the Victorian properties in MU1, including Danefield
Terrace, are classified as 2.5 storeys high for planning purposes. There should be NO 3-storey
properties in the East of Otley development. I disagree with the suggestion that there should be
proportionately fewer detached dwellings in the East of Otley development. Pub: we already have
one in the area!! Summercross. There is no need for a new one, this one should be reopened. It is
recognised as a Positive Building (?? need Sue to confirm wording) by heritage policy and must be
retained. There is a proven deficiency of allotment space. New allotments should be incorporated

11/8/2017 1:20 PM

65 / 159

OTLEY NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN 2019-28 PRE-SUBMISSION PLAN CONSULTATION RESPONSE FORM



into any design brief. Eastern Relief Road. Nothing should be considered until a traffic study has
been carried out. The function of this road needs to be clarified. There appears to be a perception
locally that it is a new bypass, but I believe it will be an access road for the development, with
many roundabouts and turnings off it. It should be subject to the same 20mph limit that is in force
in many residential roads in Otley. It should be made clear in the NP that it is NOT a bypass
extension and therefore will not alleviate any current traffic problems. The NP says that it should
be complete 'within 5 years. Clarification must be given as to what marks the start of this 5 years.
Notwithstanding the answer to this, I believe that the road building must take 2 years only. There
must be no vehicular access to the East of Otley development from East Busk Lane, Ings Lane,
Old St Clair Road or Bremner Street. Access must only be from the Relief Road. (Note that the
'new' and alarming Persimmons plan suggests that access will be from the Relief Road, St Clair
Road and East Busk Lane). Footpath and Cycle Links. Provision should be made for off-road
bridleways. Employment Provision. What is meant by Employment Provision? It could be mean
anything from offices, schools to heavy industry. If there is to be employment provision, then the
categories of employment needs to be clarified. Please note that the plan recently submitted to the
Inspector (bypassing our democratically-elected Council and LCC officers) by Persimmons, has
put employment provision on half of what is currently designated as Public Open Space by LCC
and the Neighbourhood Plan GE7. Why?

8 This proposal creates a new village between Otley + Pool (all be it abutting south west edge of
Otley settlement without shopping facilities. Proposal doesn’t address public transport.

11/7/2017 1:50 PM

9 Development scale too big for Otley. It will not complement or feel a part of Otley because it is
more like a small add on village

11/2/2017 3:35 PM

10 Plus emphasis on matching extra infrastructure and services 11/2/2017 2:41 PM

11 The greatest impact. Must have further consultations - must have schools/? road transport
(effective) links and be aware of flood plain. 500 too big. In principle comments are ok. In practice
too big. This would create a merger between Otley and P/n/W.1,500 cars! There will need to be
Park & Ride - there is no adequate transport on this road.

11/2/2017 1:37 PM

12 Agree only if genuine affordable housing is substantially supplied. 11/2/2017 12:59 PM

13 Traffic control and routes need more investigation before proceeding 11/2/2017 11:32 AM

14 A pub is not required - the Summercross failed. Don't understand why design types vary from north
to south. Whey predominantly terraced and semi-detached - many people prefer small detached.

11/2/2017 10:57 AM

15 This is excellent, but would suggest several additions! - no more than 550 homes to be built as
agreed with Planning Inspector - provision of play areas for children - positive impact on adjacent
sporting facilities rather than reduction for provision.

10/23/2017 1:16 PM

16 Agree BUT inevitable increased commuter traffic towards Leeds, Bradford, Harrogate A660, 658,
A659 already congested. How will this be accommodated?

10/23/2017 12:24 PM

17 There is little to nothing said about enriching the local environment for wildlife or biodiversity. There
also needs to be more information provided about flood protection.

10/21/2017 3:39 PM

18 There should also be a full flood impact study submitted before any planning application, not just
on the area under review but also on the rest of Otley. Such a large development could have a
significant impact, Also would like to see the inclusion of nesting shelves on suitable new build
properties for example for the local swift population. All the relevant views from Appendix 5 should
be included in full in the policy. Appendix 8 should be included in full in the policy.

10/20/2017 9:26 PM

19 The plan is a comprehensive and laudable effort to crystallise the problems and challenges of the
future. However it fails to give sufficient prominence to the biggest looming problem - the east of
Otley development. In fact it appears quite reconciled to it -'we can't stop it. we'll just have to make
the best of it.' That is appalling. Otley should be manning the barricades against such a huge and
damaging development. Otley and Wharfedale should be the jewel in the crown of Leeds.
Whoever approved this monstrosity should be made to stand at Surprise View and imagine the
impact of a vast housing estate, with apparently a school, shop, and pub ffs in the centre of the
dale. We've resisted attempts at this several times in the pastbut now we seem to be just rolling
over. The housing target has been reduced;the infrastructure can't cope now, let alone with new
houses; the proposed new relief road doesn't lead anywhere useful, and th ecouncil wants to give
the devious developers money to help build it! Otley's already provided plenty of new housing, and
more land is available.Just not where it's proposed in the middle of green belt. Leeds should be
ashamed, and Otley should tell them

10/20/2017 5:31 PM

66 / 159

OTLEY NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN 2019-28 PRE-SUBMISSION PLAN CONSULTATION RESPONSE FORM



20 I don't agree with the East of Otley development on the scale as currently proposed. I cannot see
the need for it and do not accept that because Leeds City Council has designated it that the
development must go ahead. There remain a large number of brownfield sites within Otley and
throughout Leeds and I believe that greenfield development should be a final step. Although I
accept the need for more affordable housing in Otley if the development of Garnett's Wharfe
(which I did support in principle as it was on brownfield land) is anything to go by building on the
east of Otley site will not provide more affordable housing but maximise developers' profits as
building on greenfield land is cheaper than remediating brownfield land. It is also worth noting that
that Garnett's Wharfe development still has unsold houses which suggests that there is either no
demand or that they are not affordable. It is also questionable why higher density housing was not
required at Garnett's Wharfe rather than developing greenfield sites east of Otley. If the East of
Otley development is to go ahead it should be with the following amendments: • Development
which affects the fundamental nature of the current conservation area (St Clair terrace, Danefield
Terrace and East Busk Lane) should be avoided. • The old tip site and neighbouring fields should
be retained for recreational use. • “New” green space is not being created, it already exists but
where developers are claiming to create new green space this should be easily accessible to new
and existing residents, not the eastern side of the development and not the northern side of Pool
road. Within the conservation area the majority of gardens are very small so the recreational value
of the neighbouring fields is immense. It is particularly important that children are able to access
them from the Side Copse/St Clair/Danefield Terrace areas without having to cross roads. All
existing footpaths, bridleways and pedestrian rights of way should be maintained in order to
maintain access to green space for recreation. • Planning permission should not be phased in
order to create a holistic plan. • Vehicular access must only be from the relief road i.e. not from
East Busk Lane, Ings Lane, St Clair Terrace or St Clair Road. • A full-scale traffic survey and traffic
modelling must be completed before any planning permission is granted in order to ensure that the
proposed relief road serves its purpose of relieving traffic not only in Otley town centre on both
sides of the bridge but also in the surrounding area, for example over the bridge at Pool and up
Pool Bank. Following the traffic chaos caused a couple of years ago by the closure of Charles
Street to traffic in one direction the transport survey must be thorough, based on traffic flows
throughout the year, fit for purpose and incorporated within the neighbourhood plan.

10/20/2017 2:45 PM

21 Greateer emphasis needs to be placed on the esential requirement for development to be low-
carbpn and hight energy efficient, preferably to passivhaus standards - with no compromise.
Climate change and its impact should make this an absolute imperative. As Lord Deben said at
the launch of the Leeds Climate Commission in September 2017, in reference to Persimmon
Homes reputation for building low quality housing (in energy terms) "the time has come where
companies like Persimmon Homes must be tild, you simply can't build these anymore."

10/20/2017 2:40 PM
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22 I, along with the majority of residents in Otley value our green spaces and believe that they are a
very important aspect of the identity of Otley and it’s community. Therefore we don’t agree with the
development of East of Otley, including the Relief Road. It clearly states, that “public opinion in the
town has long been and continues to be against this development and comments made during
Neighbourhood Plan consultations have largely reflected this view.” It was clear from the Otley-
wide consultation preceding the NP, that development of greenfield sites was opposed, especially
the East of Otley development. I believe that it is wrong to destroy land which has always been
grassland, when there is an abundance of Brownfield sites around Otley which could be
developed first to satisfy the need for more housing. If it is to go ahead, planning permission
should only be given by Leeds City Council (LCC) once development of all brownfield sites in Otley
has already been given planning permission, and building work and sales have started. It seems to
have been overlooked that Danefield Terrace and the surrounding area is actually a Conservation
Area, with buildings dating back to 1800’s. If this proposed development site were to extend as far
as the field directly in front of the terrace, it would compromise the historical character of the area,
along with destroying the habitats of many different species of wildlife, trees and hedgerows that
are hundreds of years old. Precedent has recently been set by LCC in Adel where development is
precluded from key fields that are considered to be part of the setting of the conservation area, and
therefore an intrinsic part of it. The field (grazing land) in front of Danefield Terrace should
therefore be removed from the Site Allocation Plan (SAP), in line with this precedent, and should
remain grazing land. Potential new housing site in the Leeds Outer NW Site Allocation Plan (SAP)
is adjacent Adel Conservation Area. Site Ref. is HG2- 18 (2130) and the map can be found on
pages 388-389 of the Outer NW SAP document. Leeds City Council states that ‘site affects the
setting of Adel Conservation appearance of Conservation Area. No built development should take
on the fields to the east of the beck, which should retain a natural, rural character’. If Leeds CC say
this about a greenfield site next to Adel Conservation Area, they should say it about Otley
Conservation Area, and in particular, the fields south of Danefield Terrace, because the Otley
Conservation Area boundary runs along the bottom of the gardens of Danefield Terrace. Historic
England (previously English Heritage) has recently produced detailed guidance on how the
SETTING of Conservation Areas should be assessed. ‘The Setting of Heritage Assets: Historic
Environment Good Practice Advice in Planning: 3’. Landscape and Visual Amenity: There has
been a very recent Appeal decision in North Yorkshire in regard to 165 houses outside Harrogate.
The Inspector turned these down on the basis of the visual amenity of the site to existing
inhabitants. Neighbourhood Plan Policy GE2 Local Green Infrastructure. LCC has produced a
‘Strategic Green Infrastructure’ map (reproduced on page 20 of the Neighbourhood Plan). Fields
immediately south of Danefield Terrace are shown included, along with all the fields in the
proposed East of Otley site. Therefore, LCC’s own Core Strategy says these fields should be
maintained and enhanced! This ‘Strategic Green Infrastructure’ map was based on a recent 2010
study by Natural England. Masterplan: This must include ALL phases, and planning permission of
all phases must be sought at the same time. (i.e., NO phasing of planning permission). Transport
Study: Appendix 8 should be included in the main body of the NP. Ask for the following
amendment as regards methodology: ‘the study to be founded on a detailed traffic model: well
calibrated by surveys of current traffic flows, covering the town centre in sufficient detail to give
meaningful results, including the collection of sufficient origin/destination data, extending beyond
the Otley area sufficiently to assess the wider consequences of the relief road’. Design Concepts:
Nearly all the Victorian properties in MU1, including Danefield Terrace, are classified as 2.5
storeys high for planning purposes. There should be NO 3-storey properties in the East of Otley
development. I disagree with the suggestion that there should be proportionately fewer detached
dwellings in the East of Otley development. Eastern Relief Road: I believe that the purpose of this
Relief Road as outlined in the recent Persimmons proposal, would be more that of an Access
Road to the development, which would have to be subject to 20mph limits in keeping with other
residential areas. Therefore it would NOT be a new bypass which relieves current traffic problems.
No development should be agreed to until the Transport Study has been carried out, completed
and solid evidence shows that this new road will actually function as a Relief Road. There must be
no vehicular access to the East of Otley development from East Busk Lane, Ings Lane, Old St Clair
Road or Bremner Street. Access must only be from the Relief Road.

10/20/2017 2:32 PM

68 / 159

OTLEY NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN 2019-28 PRE-SUBMISSION PLAN CONSULTATION RESPONSE FORM



23 East of Otley Guiding Development Principles. From a wildlife point of view it is imperative that the
by-pass does not form a barrier to wildlife movement. Of particular concern in Lower Wharfe are
hedgehogs. When building the bypass it is simple to incorporate suitable fencing and large
concrete pipes beneath the road to allow wildlife to pass freely between countryside and town as
is currently the case. Severance of habitat by roads has been shown to fragment habitat for
hedgehogs making populations unviable which quickly become locally extinct as a result (Warwick
H British Wildlife Dec 2016). It is imperative that this simple measure is taken for this species is
listed as a species “of principal importance for the purpose of conserving biodiversity” covered
under section 41 (England) of the NERC Act (2006) and therefore need to be taken into
consideration by a public body when performing any of its functions with a view to conserving
biodiversity.

10/20/2017 2:00 PM

24 To include allotments places in east of Otley plan 10/20/2017 1:34 PM

25 Concern about legal removal of contaminated waste, as this was not removed from Garnetts
building site developments.

10/20/2017 1:33 PM

26 Support guiding principles 10/20/2017 11:33 AM

27 - No need for a pub - Should be designed to look different even in North - Detached houses greatly
needed. Otley has loads of terrace and semi-detached. - Blocking of East Busk Lane - where?

10/20/2017 10:03 AM

28 E.R. Road will just bring all traffic currently quing up pool bank through Otley 10/20/2017 9:46 AM

29 Otley is a very important place for roosting bats and nesting Swifts due to its historic structures
such as the main bridge and Victorian houses. 2017 saw the start of a local project called
"Mapping Otleys Swifts" and so far 70 Swift nesting sites have been found but these are all in old
buildings. New buildings do not have the necessary holes or crevices for roosting bats or nesting
Swifts and therefore these species are under threat as older buildings are refurbished or
maintained to a higher standard. The National Planning Policy Framework reasonably requests
that all new developments provide a net increase in biodiversity and in Otley we believe that the
following policy wording should be applied to deliver this: All new residential developments will
have a minimum of one integral (built into the fabric of the building) Swift nesting brick or Bat
roosting feature per dwelling installed under the guidance of an appropriately qualified ecological
consultant. The feature will be installed prior to occupation of the dwelling and retained thereafter.
A similar requirement should be included for any new school, industrial or employment buildings
but these structures should have between 4 and 10 such features.

10/20/2017 9:09 AM

30 MU1 presupposes that a relief road will be built. How has this decision come about and with what
authority? Can we stop calling it a relief road, until we can agree (with the community) what
specific relief this road would bring.

10/19/2017 11:02 PM

31 Any Eastern Relief Road should be fully completed at the early stages of the development. If there
is a genuine need for this road, it is needed to accommodate the extra traffic generated as the
estate is built, it cannot be treated as an afterthought. Wildlife tunnels must be included under any
roads that intersect currently open ground particularly the Eastern relief road.

10/19/2017 10:58 PM
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32 Within overall approach and design, please take account of the needs of wildlife as well as walkers
and cyclists. Firstly, the by-pass will cut across areas of countryside which may well be used by
animals such as hedgehogs as they roam their territories at night. Hedgehogs are already a
threatened species and fragmentation of territories could tip them over the edge in our area.
Please make it a condition that, when building the by-pass, suitable fencing and large concrete
pipes beneath the road should be incorporated to allow wildlife to pass freely between countryside
and town as it does now. It is imperative that this simple measure is taken for this species is listed
as a species “of principal importance for the purpose of conserving biodiversity” covered under
section 41 (England) of the NERC Act (2006) and therefore need to be taken into consideration by
a public body when performing any of its functions with a view to conserving biodiversity.
Secondly, it should be possible to incorporate wildlife friendly features into new-build estates. The
National Planning Policy Framework reasonably requests that all new developments provide a net
increase in biodiversity. In Otley I believe that the following policy wording should be applied to
deliver this: All new residential developments will have a minimum of one integral (built into the
fabric of the building) Swift nesting brick or Bat roosting feature per dwelling installed under the
guidance of an appropriately qualified ecological consultant. The feature will be installed prior to
occupation of the dwelling and retained thereafter. A similar requirement should be included for
any new school, industrial or employment buildings but these structures should have between 4
and 10 such features. The following 2 links refer to the practicality of this proposal and links to the
planning process, and to numbers of features. The above suggestion on proposed numbers is
reasonable. https://ww2.rspb.org.uk/globalassets/downloads/documents/conservation--
sustainability/help-swifts/swift-bricks.pdf http://www.swift-conservation.org/Leaflet%204%20-
%20Swift%20Nest%20Bricks%20-%20installation%20&%20suppliers-small.pdf

10/19/2017 3:59 PM

33 One of the key considerations within the east of Otley development is the building of a “relief” road.
This section of the Neighbourhood plan needs to include the requirement of a transport study.
Therefore the wording in appendix 8 should be included here in the main document not just as an
appendix ensuring this is performed prior to any planning/ building agreement. Key views need to
again be included in this section of the document, not be in an appendix. There also the need for a
statement within the design code to recognise that any building around this area must to into
consideration the fact that some of the sorrounding area is in the conservation area of Otley eg
Danefield Terrace, and therefore the visual amenity of these areas must not be compromised. No
3 storey properties to be built within the development that would affect current residents outlooks
off the Cambridge estate, Ings Lane, Danefield Terrace, etc. Maximum height of current properties
in this area are 2.5 storeys. Relief road construction must be built in such a way to ensure minimal
visual or noise pollution to the surrounding area. Is this road going to be a bypass style road, or a
20mph resident road - needs stating and clarifying. Environment: There needs to be some
comments included in here to ensure adequate drainage and flood prevention management, as
this area is often boggy and has areas of standing water for several days after rainfall, as it is a
major soak away area for runoff from the chevin. With more of this area tarmaced over, there will
be more potential for flood issues in surrounding areas and properties.

10/19/2017 3:38 PM

34 Subject to the following. The implication of the existing policy is that the embedded references “see
Appendix 5” and “see outline brief at Appendix 8” within the text makes these two appendices an
integral part of the policy. However, it is understood that this implication is incorrect, and that to be
effective the content of such appendices needs to be relocated into the body of the policy.
Notwithstanding the above, the text of policy MU1 is broadly agreed with. However, policy MU1
will only be fully supported if the policy is first restructured and then reworded locally to read as
follows (or equivalent changes are made to the restructured text). POLICY MU1: EAST OF OTLEY
KEY GUIDING DEVELOPMENT PRINCIPLES Development at East of Otley, as identified on The
Neighbourhood Plan Map, will be undertaken in accordance with the following requirements:- AN
AGREED STRATEGIC APPROACH • Preparation and agreement of the following four documents,
including public consultation as part of the preparation process, prior to the submission of any
planning application:- (1) A comprehensive development brief and concept masterplan. (2) A
comprehensive transport study. (3) An outline design code (4) An infrastructure delivery plan. •
Document (2), the comprehensive transport study, should follow the following outline brief:- Otley’s
road network is unpredictable and vulnerable to congestion. The proposed Eastern Relief Road
will have a substantial impact on existing traffic flows (both local and through traffic) as will the
additional traffic generated by the East of Otley development and other developments in the wider
area. The following are considered to be the key issues for the East of Otley Transport Study:- •
The study to be founded on a detailed traffic model: well calibrated by surveys of current traffic
flows including the collection of sufficient origin / destination data,, covering the town centre in
sufficient detail to give meaningful results, extending beyond the Otley area sufficiently to assess
the wider consequences of the relief road. • The scenarios to be considered to include: • prior to
the development; • prior to completing the relief road; • development completed; • the effect of
other planned developments within the wider area. • The assessment to identify the direct impact

10/19/2017 2:44 PM
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of the development on the performance of the road network at key times and the combined
consequences of the other planned developments in the wider area. • The study to identify what
enhancements to the road network may be needed (or become possible) and identify which of
these it is proposed to carry out as part of the development. • The study to assess the public
transport requirements of the development and identify what transport infrastructure
enhancements are proposed as part of the development. • These four documents (1) to (4) will
address the key guiding principles for development identified within the remainder of this policy:-
DESIGN CONCEPTS • Integration of the development with the rest of the town and its facilities,
while at the same time creating a genuine ‘village-like’ feel with an uncontrived natural centre,
including green spaces, a shop and a pub. • Creation of a green infrastructure framework for the
development, based on existing landscape/habitat features and Public Rights of Way, and
incorporating new greenspace, walking and cycling routes and wildlife habitats. • Creation of a
unique and distinctive ‘Otley Brand’, articulating a strong sense of place through the creation of
visual interest across the development, reflecting the organic growth of Otley. • Complex
unregimented layout, featuring irregular neighbourhoods each with a distinct architectural
character - progressing from very traditional in the north (reflecting Otley’s stone Victorian Heritage
and conservation area), to very modern in the south, but with an underlying architectural unity
(see ‘Design Code’). KEY VIEWS • Respecting of key views towards, away from and within the
site: • View 1: Panoramic view onto the northern half of the site from Surprise View at the top of the
Chevin, looking north- west. Moving the viewpoint east-west alters the obstruction below from the
Chevin tree line. • View 2: Panoramic view onto the central area of the site from the footpath
running west from the lower Chevin carpark on East Chevin Road (as it approaches the level
stretch), looking from north-east to north. • View 3: Panoramic view onto much of the site from
Leeds Road (A660) east of the roundabout, looking from north- west to north-east. • View 4:
Panoramic view onto the east of the site from the A660 heading out of Otley past the last house on
the north side, looking from north-east to north. • View 5: Panoramic view onto the central and
north of the site from Leeds Road (A660) south of Russell Farm, looking west to the north-east. •
View 6: Panoramic view onto the central part of the site from Leeds Road (A660) south of Stubbins
Farm, looking from north-west to north. • View 7: View towards the site from the track which
continues beyond the paved eastern end of East Busk Lane (where the public footpath runs west
to the Cambridge estate), looking west towards Otley. • View 8: View into the site from East Busk
Lane (where the line of the relief road will cut the lane), looking from south to north. • View 9: View
into the west of the site from the footpath on the east side of Rammers Cottage, look from north
east to south-west. • View 10: View into the west side of the site from end of the paved footpath to
the south of Peterhouse Drive, looking north-east to south-west. • View 11: View into the south of
the site from Lister Drive (just west of the junction with Cambridge Drive), looking from west to
east. • View 12: Panoramic view onto the site from Ings Tip, looking from west to south-west.
DESIGN CODE • Eschewal of standard building designs. • Building heights and skyline in tune
with the existing Otley environment, with a mix of buildings of two and three storeys (no more than
half to be three stories high). • Provision of predominantly semi-detached and terraced housing
with proportionately fewer detached dwellings, flats or apartments. • Careful choice of form,
materials and colour pallet, reflecting local variety. EASTERN RELIEF ROAD • Alignment of the
relief road broadly as per UDP inquiry indication. • Designed to minimise visual and noise
pollution. • Construction of relief road from the A660 end and complete within 5 years. • Provision
of all vehicular access to the development from the relief road. • No vehicular access between the
development and East Busk Lane or the Cambridge Estate, with the possible exception of barrier-
controlled access for bus and/or emergency vehicles. • Provision of separate two-way cycle track
alongside the relief road plus pedestrian route. FOOTPATH AND CYCLE LINKS • Provision and
enhancement of existing pedestrian and cycle routes into the town centre, embedded into the
site’s green infrastructure. • Accommodation of the route of the Wharfedale Greenway, in liaison
with Greenway partners. • Retention of Public Rights of Way as ‘rural routes’, embedded into the
site’s green infrastructure, incorporating cycle routes where feasible and minimising highway
crossing points. • Retention of East Busk Lane as a walking and cycling route, embedded into the
site’s green infrastructure, incorporating a ‘green bridge’ over the relief road and connection to
Wharfedale Greenway. EMPLOYMENT PROVISION • Location of employment area(s) for easy
access to the relief road and designed to avoid nuisance to residents with appropriate screening
and buffering. • Education Provision • Location of school to maximise non-vehicular travel from its
catchment. • Location of school to facilitate vehicular accessibility from the relief road,
complemented by adequate parking and drop-off provision. ENVIRONMENT • Former tip sites
including the Ings Lane tip to be ameliorated in line with best practice. • Development designed to
buffer on the site (without unplanned flooding) the run-off from the Chevin, the emergent
groundwater and the on-site rainfall and to discharge this water with no increase in off-site
flooding. • An agreed long-term management plan for drainage and landscaping to ensure
continued satisfactory operation of the flood control measures.
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35 If the East of Otley development were to go ahead, it should only happen after building work has
begun on all available brownfield sites. It was clear from the Otley-wide consultation preceding the
NP, that development of greenfield sites was opposed, especially the East of Otley development.
There is little reference in MU1 to the fact that Danefield Terrace and the area around it are a
Conservation Area. No regard has been given to this Conservation Area in MU1. Precedent has
recently been set by LCC in Adel where development is precluded from key fields that are
considered to be part of the setting of the conservation area, and therefore an intrinsic part of it.
The field (grazing land) in front of Danefield Terrace should therefore be removed from the Site
Allocation Plan (SAP), in line with this precedent, and should remain grazing land. Potential new
housing site in the Leeds Outer NW Site Allocation Plan (SAP) is adjacent Adel Conservation
Area. Site Ref. is HG2-18 (2130) and the map can be found on pages 388-389 of the Outer NW
SAP document. Leeds City Council states that ‘site affects the setting of Adel Conservation
appearance of Conservation Area. No built development should take on the fields to the east of the
beck, which should retain a natural, rural character’. If Leeds CC say this about a greenfield site
next to Adel Conservation Area, they should say it about Otley Conservation Area, and in
particular, the fields south of Danefield Terrace, because the Otley Conservation Area boundary
runs along the bottom of the gardens of Danefield Terrace. Historic England (previously English
Heritage) has recently produced detailed guidance on how the SETTING of Conservation Areas
should be assessed. ‘The Setting of Heritage Assets: Historic Environment Good Practice Advice
in Planning: 3’. LCC produced the ‘Otley Conservation Area Appraisal’ in 2003. As it states on p36
of the NP, it is very out-of-date as it does not include any assessment of the SETTING of the
Conservation Area, nor any MANAGEMENT PROPOSALS for the Conservation Area. We support
the Neighbourhood Plan’s statement in Section 5.2 (Built Environment) ‘The Key Issues’ that
LCC’s review of Otley Conservation Area is long overdue. Why have Historic England not
assessed the East of Otley housing site? They have only assessed the newly brought-forward
sites, such as Adel. LCC’s ‘Heritage Background Paper’ does not assess the East of Otley site,
and is therefore fundamentally flawed. There has been a very recent Appeal decision in North
Yorkshire in regard to 165 houses outside Harrogate. The Inspector turned these down on the
basis of the visual amenity of the site to existing inhabitants. Neighbourhood Plan Policy GE2 Local
Green Infrastructure. LCC has produced a ‘Strategic Green Infrastructure’ map (reproduced on
page 20 of the Neighbourhood Plan). Fields immediately south of Danefield Terrace are shown
included, along with all the fields in the proposed East of Otley site. Therefore, LCC’s own Core
Strategy says these fields should be maintained and enhanced! This ‘Strategic Green
Infrastructure’ map was based on a recent 2010 study by Natural England. Why is LCC even
thinking of developing these fields? Also, why is the East of Otley site excluded from the LCC’s
‘Habitat Network showing grassland sites (page 27 of the Neighbourhood Plan’). The Masterplan
must include ALL phases, and planning permission of all phases must be sought at the same time.
(i.e., NO phasing of planning permission). Without simultaneous planning permission residents will
potentially face years of Planning Blight, which should be avoided at all costs. A proper, in depth,
full traffic survey should take place prior to any development of the relief road and buildings. We
have seen in the past what happens when this is not properly done (such as the gridlock that
ensued from the one way system that was introduced, revised and removed on
Walkergate/Charles Street). The effect of 550 new houses with no proper traffic survey could be
catastrophic. There should be no 3 storey properties; 2.5 should be the maximum. We already
have a pub in this area (The Summercross); it is closed and becoming derelict. We do not need a
new building, but a restoration and re-opening of a site recognised as a Positive Building by
heritage policy. Land for employment provision needs to be given more detail. Employment could
mean anything from offices to heavy industry. There should be a list in the policy detailing the kind
of employment provision that would be appropriate to the area. There must be no vehicular access
to the East of Otley development from East Busk Lane, Ings Lane, Old St Clair Road or Bremner
Street. Access must only be from the Relief Road. (Note that the ‘new’ Persimmons plan suggests
that access will be from the Relief Road, St Clair Road and East Busk Lane). Please note that the
plan recently submitted to the Inspector (bypassing our democratically-elected Council and LCC
officers) by Persimmons has put employment provision on half of what is currently designated as
Public Open Space by LCC and the Neighbourhood Plan GE7. This should not take place.

10/19/2017 2:07 PM
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36 no development should be started until all brownfield sites within otley have been used. then the
devolpment should be of limited size. 550 houses is way too big. how can a small town like otley
cope with so many new houses. the roads are already too busy, the schools and the drs surgeries
are full. i am not agaist change and new developments but they need to be carefully considered for
the local community and not so big housing companies can maximise their profits. we need to take
a leaf out of european countries books and with every new development, make cycling and
walking a priority over driving. put in safe cycle lanes to encourage cycling. get the greenway
done. make proper limks to schools and shops. then build houses and not the other way round.
design code. there should be no 3 story buildings.nearly all the terrace buildings are 2.5 storey
buildings so to keep within the existing otley environment they should be no higher than 2.5 storey.
eastern relief road. is this going to be a bypass or just access to the new development. this should
be built first to aleviate traffic from otley town, and not within 5 years. the road should be wide
enough to encorporate proper uninterrupted cycle lanes which do not stop at road junctions
making them more dangerous than cycling on the road itself. footpaths and cycle links. the
wharfedale greenway should be agreed and funded before any new development is started.
education. is one school really enough for 550 houses here and the 225 already being built at
garnets wharfe??

10/19/2017 1:07 PM

37 Ideally, I would prefer to see no development East of Otley. If that must happen, thorough and
extensive consultation must take place. It should not be developer led (see the recent attempt to
influence by Persimmon). Relief Road must be fully created before any building. The creep
towards denser three storeys should be avoided, density should be as light as possible anyway,
with emphasis on affordable. There are two former tip sites to ameliorate. Finally, Ings Lane is an
access only track, narrow and unmade, no vehicular traffic increase or use should occur, with
emergency services only barriers if necessary

10/19/2017 11:52 AM

38 This is a response on behalf of the Board of Otley Courthouse so we are only responding to parts
of the NP which refer, or impact on, Otley Courthouse.

10/19/2017 11:02 AM

39 N/A 10/19/2017 10:40 AM

40 With reservations; i'm pleased to note that East Busk Lane will be preserved as a walking/cycling
track. All good ideas but I don't want this development at all. It is the lung of Otley and this will
spoil our rural aspect for future generations. Fight it! I broadly agree, but am very concerned about
the extra land persimmon are asking for which could be an insidious incursion into more Green
Belt. Examples houses depicted on notice board off Leeds Rd are horribly out of character with
Otley - too modern. Am opposed to these.

10/19/2017 8:10 AM
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41 I, along with the majority of residents in Otley value our green spaces and believe that they are a
very important aspect of the identity of Otley and it’s community. Therefore we don’t agree with the
development of East of Otley, including the Relief Road. It clearly states, that “public opinion in the
town has long been and continues to be against this development and comments made during
Neighbourhood Plan consultations have largely reflected this view.” It was clear from the Otley-
wide consultation preceding the NP, that development of greenfield sites was opposed, especially
the East of Otley development. I believe that it is wrong to destroy land which has always been
grassland, when there is an abundance of Brownfield sites around Otley which could be
developed first to satisfy the need for more housing. If it is to go ahead, planning permission
should only be given by Leeds City Council (LCC) once development of all brownfield sites in Otley
has already been given planning permission, and building work and sales have started. It seems to
have been overlooked that Danefield Terrace and the surrounding area is actually a Conservation
Area, with buildings dating back to 1800’s. If this proposed development site were to extend as far
as the field directly in front of the terrace, it would compromise the historical character of the area,
along with destroying the habitats of many different species of wildlife, trees and hedgerows that
are hundreds of years old. Precedent has recently been set by LCC in Adel where development is
precluded from key fields that are considered to be part of the setting of the conservation area, and
therefore an intrinsic part of it. The field (grazing land) in front of Danefield Terrace should
therefore be removed from the Site Allocation Plan (SAP), in line with this precedent, and should
remain grazing land. Potential new housing site in the Leeds Outer NW Site Allocation Plan (SAP)
is adjacent Adel Conservation Area. Site Ref. is HG2-18 (2130) and the map can be found on
pages 388-389 of the Outer NW SAP document. Leeds City Council states that ‘site affects the
setting of Adel Conservation appearance of Conservation Area. No built development should take
on the fields to the east of the beck, which should retain a natural, rural character’. If Leeds CC say
this about a greenfield site next to Adel Conservation Area, they should say it about Otley
Conservation Area, and in particular, the fields south of Danefield Terrace, because the Otley
Conservation Area boundary runs along the bottom of the gardens of Danefield Terrace. Historic
England (previously English Heritage) has recently produced detailed guidance on how the
SETTING of Conservation Areas should be assessed. ‘The Setting of Heritage Assets: Historic
Environment Good Practice Advice in Planning: 3’. Landscape and Visual Amenity: There has
been a very recent Appeal decision in North Yorkshire in regard to 165 houses outside Harrogate.
The Inspector turned these down on the basis of the visual amenity of the site to existing
inhabitants. Neighbourhood Plan Policy GE2 Local Green Infrastructure. LCC has produced a
‘Strategic Green Infrastructure’ map (reproduced on page 20 of the Neighbourhood Plan). Fields
immediately south of Danefield Terrace are shown included, along with all the fields in the
proposed East of Otley site. Therefore, LCC’s own Core Strategy says these fields should be
maintained and enhanced! This ‘Strategic Green Infrastructure’ map was based on a recent 2010
study by Natural England. Masterplan: This must include ALL phases, and planning permission of
all phases must be sought at the same time. (i.e., NO phasing of planning permission). Transport
Study: Appendix 8 should be included in the main body of the NP. Ask for the following
amendment as regards methodology: ‘the study to be founded on a detailed traffic model: well
calibrated by surveys of current traffic flows, covering the town centre in sufficient detail to give
meaningful results, including the collection of sufficient origin/destination data, extending beyond
the Otley area sufficiently to assess the wider consequences of the relief road’. Design Concepts:
Nearly all the Victorian properties in MU1, including Danefield Terrace, are classified as 2.5
storeys high for planning purposes. There should be NO 3-storey properties in the East of Otley
development. I disagree with the suggestion that there should be proportionately fewer detached
dwellings in the East of Otley development. Eastern Relief Road: I believe that the purpose of this
Relief Road as outlined in the recent Persimmons proposal, would be more that of an Access
Road to the development, which would have to be subject to 20mph limits in keeping with other
residential areas. Therefore it would NOT be a new bypass which relieves current traffic problems.
No development should be agreed to until the Transport Study has been carried out, completed
and solid evidence shows that this new road will actually function as a Relief Road. There must be
no vehicular access to the East of Otley development from East Busk Lane, Ings Lane, Old St Clair
Road or Bremner Street. Access must only be from the Relief Road.

10/18/2017 11:58 PM
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42 I, along with the majority of residents in Otley value our green spaces and believe that they are a
very important aspect of the identity of Otley and it's community. Therefore we don't agree with the
development of East of Otley, including the Relief Road. It clearly states in the Otley
Neighbourhood Plan 2019-28, page 49, that "public opinion in the town has long been and
continues to be against this development and comments made during Neighbourhood Plan
consultations have largely reflected this view." It was clear from the Otley-wide consultation
preceding the NP, that development of greenfield sites was opposed, especially the East of Otley
development. I believe that it is wrong to destroy land which has always been grassland, when
there is an abundance of Brownfield sites around Otley which could be developed first to satisfy
the need for more housing. If it is to go ahead, planning permission should only be given by Leeds
City Council (LCC) once development of all brownfield sites in Otley has already been given
planning permission, and building work and sales have started. It seems to have been overlooked
that Danefield Terrace and the surrounding area is actually a Conservation Area, with buildings
dating back to 1800's. If this proposed development site were to extend as far as the field directly
in front of the terrace, it would compromise the historical character of the area, along with
destroying the habitats of many different species of wildlife, trees and hedgerows that are
hundreds of years old. Precedent has recently been set by LCC in Adel where development is
precluded from key fields that are considered to be part of the setting of the conservation area, and
therefore an intrinsic part of it. The field (grazing land) in front of Danefield Terrace should
therefore be removed from the Site Allocation Plan (SAP), in line with this precedent, and should
remain grazing land. Potential new housing site in the Leeds Outer NW Site Allocation Plan (SAP)
is adjacent Adel Conservation Area. Site Ref. is HG2-18 (2130) and the map can be found on
pages 388-389 of the Outer NW SAP document. Leeds City Council states that ‘site affects the
setting of Adel Conservation appearance of Conservation Area. No built development should take
on the fields to the east of the beck, which should retain a natural, rural character’. If Leeds CC say
this about a greenfield site next to Adel Conservation Area, they should say it about Otley
Conservation Area, and in particular, the fields south of Danefield Terrace, because the Otley
Conservation Area boundary runs along the bottom of the gardens of Danefield Terrace. Historic
England (previously English Heritage) has recently produced detailed guidance on how the
SETTING of Conservation Areas should be assessed. ‘The Setting of Heritage Assets: Historic
Environment Good Practice Advice in Planning: 3’. Landscape and Visual Amenity: There has
been a very recent Appeal decision in North Yorkshire in regard to 165 houses outside Harrogate.
The Inspector turned these down on the basis of the visual amenity of the site to existing
inhabitants. Neighbourhood Plan Policy GE2 Local Green Infrastructure. LCC has produced a
‘Strategic Green Infrastructure’ map (reproduced on page 20 of the Neighbourhood Plan). Fields
immediately south of Danefield Terrace are shown included, along with all the fields in the
proposed East of Otley site. Therefore, LCC’s own Core Strategy says these fields should be
maintained and enhanced! This ‘Strategic Green Infrastructure’ map was based on a recent 2010
study by Natural England. Masterplan. This must include ALL phases, and planning permission of
all phases must be sought at the same time. (i.e., NO phasing of planning permission). Transport
Study: Appendix 8 should be included in the main body of the NP. Ask for the following
amendment as regards methodology: ‘the study to be founded on a detailed traffic model: well
calibrated by surveys of current traffic flows, covering the town centre in sufficient detail to give
meaningful results, including the collection of sufficient origin/destination data, extending beyond
the Otley area sufficiently to assess the wider consequences of the relief road’. Design Concepts:
Nearly all the Victorian properties in MU1, including Danefield Terrace, are classified as 2.5
storeys high for planning purposes. There should be NO 3-storey properties in the East of Otley
development. I disagree with the suggestion that there should be proportionately fewer detached
dwellings in the East of Otley development. Eastern Relief Road: I believe that the purpose of this
Relief Road as outlined in the recent Persimmons proposal, would be more that of an Access
Road to the development, which would have to be subject to 20mph limits in keeping with other
residential areas. Therefore it would not be a new bypass which relieves current traffic problems.
No development should be agreed until the Transport Study has been fully carried out and
completed and solid evidence shows that the new road would actually function as a Relief Road.
There should be no vehicular access to the East of Otley development from East Busk Lane, Ings
Lane, Old St Clair Road or Bremner Street. Access must only be from the Relief Road.

10/18/2017 11:17 PM

43 This is a real test. Developing the Otley brand and integrating with rest of town will be a challenge.
Not much here about sustainable energy efficient building design, and such things as local power
generation through solar, CHP etc.

10/18/2017 8:53 PM
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44 From a wildlife point of view it is imperative that the by-pass does not form a barrier to wildlife
movement. Of particular concern in Lower Wharfe are hedgehogs. When building the bypass it is
simple to incorporate suitable fencing and large concrete pipes beneath the road to allow wildlife to
pass freely between countryside and town as is currently the case. Severance of habitat by roads
has been shown to fragment habitat for hedgehogs making populations unviable which quickly
become locally extinct as a result (Warwick H British Wildlife Dec 2016). It is imperative that this
simple measure is taken for this species is listed as a species “of principal importance for the
purpose of conserving biodiversity” covered under section 41 (England) of the NERC Act (2006)
and therefore need to be taken into consideration by a public body when performing any of its
functions with a view to conserving biodiversity.

10/18/2017 4:25 PM

45 References to 'Otley Brand' and 'organic growth' are too vague. Suggest need something along
lines of 'avoidance of standardised housing types and features and creation of a distinctive sense
of place that reflects and complements the character of the town'

10/18/2017 1:38 PM

46 There should be no presumption that this will go,ahead. The need for a relief road is unproven.
The setting of a conservation area must be considered in the light of Historic England guidance.
Do not indicate 'development will be' as though it is a fait accompli. Many residents do Not agree
with east of otley development. Considerable development has already taken place. Planning
permission should only be granted by LCC once ALL BROWNFIELD SITES have been given
permission and development commenced. FURTHER GREENFIELD SITE DEVELOPMENT IN
OTLEY IS OPPOSED. Inadequate references to east of otley conservation area, and no regard
given to Danefield terrace area. President is set by LCC in Adel, where planning permission was
refused for key fields considered part of the aspect of a conservation area, and therefore intrinsic
to it. Fields in front of Danefield terrace should be removed from the SAP, and remain grazing and
communal. In a further precedent in Harrogate denied planning permission on the basis of visual
amenity to existing inhabitants. This principle should be applied to otley. Proper assessment of the
conservation areas of otley have not been carried out, and the leeds otley conservation are
appraisal is out of date. The master plan should include all phases from the start, and not be
subject to basing of planning permission No 3 storey building should be permitted. Most properties
currently are 2 1/2 storeys or less. Neither should there be proportionately fewer detached
houses. Pubs; no new pub is required. Reopen the summercross. Pubs are closing in otley, and
the introduction of another is unnecessary. The function of the proposed eastern relief road is
unlikely to provide any traffic relief, but mere,y access to new builds. It should be clarified that this
is not an extension to the bypass and have a 20 mph limit. Off road footpath and bridleway
provision should be included. The term employment provision is unclear.

10/18/2017 12:04 PM

47 I have multiple objections to this Policy. Fundamentally, there should be no presumption that MU1
will go ahead. The need for and suitability of a Relief Road is not yet proven. The setting of a
Conservation Area must be considered in light of recent Historic England guidance. (See too
comments on BE9). DO NOT say development ‘will be’; please say ‘should be’. Detailed
objections to MU1: Policy MU1 (page 50 of Neighbourhood Plan): East of Otley Key Guiding
Development Principles An Agreed Strategic Approach. Despite what is said in the Neighbourhood
Plan (NP), I don’t agree with any East of Otley development, including the Relief Road. If it were to
go ahead, planning permission should only be given by Leeds City Council (LCC) once
development of all brownfield sites in Otley has already been given planning permission, and
building work and sales have started. It was clear from the Otley-wide consultation preceding the
NP, that development of greenfield sites was opposed, especially the East of Otley development.
Notwithstanding the above, these are my comments on Section MU1. Otley Conservation Area
Note that there is little reference in MU1 to the fact that Danefield Terrace and the area around it
are a Conservation Area, and no regard has been given to this Conservation Area in MU1.
Precedent has recently been set by LCC in Adel where development is precluded from key fields
that are considered to be part of the setting of the conservation area, and therefore an intrinsic part
of it. The field (grazing land) in front of Danefield Terrace should therefore be removed from the
Site Allocation Plan (SAP), in line with this precedent, and should remain grazing land. Potential
new housing site in the Leeds Outer NW Site Allocation Plan (SAP) is adjacent Adel Conservation
Area. Site Ref. is HG2-18 (2130) and the map can be found on pages 388-389 of the Outer NW
SAP document. Leeds City Council states that ‘site affects the setting of Adel Conservation
appearance of Conservation Area. No built development should take on the fields to the east of the
beck, which should retain a natural, rural character’. If Leeds CC say this about a greenfield site
next to Adel Conservation Area, they should say it about Otley Conservation Area, and in
particular, the fields south of Danefield Terrace, because the Otley Conservation Area boundary
runs along the bottom of the gardens of Danefield Terrace. Historic England (previously English
Heritage) has recently produced detailed guidance on how the SETTING of Conservation Areas
should be assessed. ‘The Setting of Heritage Assets: Historic Environment Good Practice Advice
in Planning: 3’. LCC produced the ‘Otley Conservation Area Appraisal’ in 2003. It is very out-of-

10/18/2017 11:56 AM
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date as it does not include any assessment of the SETTING of the Conservation Area, nor any
MANAGEMENT PROPOSALS for the Conservation Area. We support the Neighbourhood Plan’s
statement in Section 5.2 (Built Environment) ‘The Key Issues’ that LCC’s review of Otley
Conservation Area is long overdue. N.B. We feel it is totally wrong that Historic England has not
assessed the East of Otley housing site; they have only assessed the newly brought-forward sites,
such as Adel. LCC’s ‘Heritage Background Paper’ does not assess the East of Otley site, and is
therefore fundamentally flawed. Landscape and Visual Amenity There has been a very recent
Appeal decision in North Yorkshire in regard to 165 houses outside Harrogate. The Inspector
turned these down on the basis of the visual amenity of the site to existing inhabitants.
Neighbourhood Plan Policy GE2 Local Green Infrastructure. LCC has produced a ‘Strategic Green
Infrastructure’ map (reproduced on page 20 of the Neighbourhood Plan). Fields immediately south
of Danefield Terrace are shown included, along with all the fields in the proposed East of Otley
site. Therefore, LCC’s own Core Strategy says these fields should be maintained and enhanced!
This ‘Strategic Green Infrastructure’ map was based on a recent 2010 study by Natural England.
Why is LCC even thinking of developing these fields? Also, why is the East of Otley site excluded
from the LCC’s ‘Habitat Network showing grassland sites (page 27 of the Neighbourhood Plan’.
Masterplan. This must include ALL phases, and planning permission of all phases must be sought
at the same time. (i.e., NO phasing of planning permission). Transport Study. Appendix 8 should
be included in the main body of the NP. Ask for the following amendment as regards methodology:
‘the study to be founded on a detailed traffic model: well calibrated by surveys of current traffic
flows, covering the town centre in sufficient detail to give meaningful results, including the
collection of sufficient origin/destination data, extending beyond the Otley area sufficiently to
assess the wider consequences of the relief road’. Design Code. Note that nearly all the Victorian
properties in MU1, including Danefield Terrace, are classified as 2.5 storeys high for planning
purposes. There should be NO 3-storey properties in the East of Otley development. I disagree
with the suggestion that there should be proportionately fewer detached dwellings in the East of
Otley development. Pub: we already have one in the area!! Summercross. There is no need for a
new one, this one should be reopened. It is recognised as a Positive Building (?? need Sue to
confirm wording) by heritage policy and must be retained. There is a proven deficiency of allotment
space. New allotments should be incorporated into any design brief. Eastern Relief Road. Nothing
should be considered until a traffic study has been carried out. The function of this road needs to
be clarified. There appears to be a perception locally that it is a new bypass, but I believe it will be
an access road for the development, with many roundabouts and turnings off it. It should be
subject to the same 20mph limit that is in force in many residential roads in Otley. It should be
made clear in the NP that it is NOT a bypass extension and therefore will not alleviate any current
traffic problems. The NP says that it should be complete ‘within 5 years’. Clarification must be
given as to what marks the start of this 5 years. Notwithstanding the answer to this, I believe that
the road building must take 2 years only. There must be no vehicular access to the East of Otley
development from East Busk Lane, Ings Lane, Old St Clair Road or Bremner Street. Access must
only be from the Relief Road. (Note that the ‘new’ and alarming Persimmons plan suggests that
access will be from the Relief Road, St Clair Road and East Busk Lane). Footpath and Cycle Links.
Provision should be made for off-road bridleways. Employment Provision. What is meant by
Employment Provision? It could be mean anything from offices, schools to heavy industry. If there
is to be employment provision, then the categories of employment needs to be clarified. Please
note that the plan recently submitted to the Inspector (bypassing our democratically-elected
Council and LCC officers) by Persimmons, has put employment provision on half of what is
currently designated as Public Open Space by LCC and the Neighbourhood Plan GE7. Why?

48 Support and encourage community-led housing solutions, and don't give in to the demands of big
developers. Recently built new housing in Otley does not provide the type of homes that Otley
needs - we need truly affordable, high quality, environmentally sustainable homes. We do not
need 'luxury' apartments, built using poor-quality and high-carbon materials, without the
envionmental features that we will need in the future climate, sold at a price above their value, with
token sized 'gardens', and with minute gaps in between just so that they can be marketed as
detached.

10/17/2017 3:55 PM

49 Okay in so far as it goes but should also include specific measures to facilitate wildlife movement,
especially Hedgehogs. This will require appropriate fencing and large concrete pipes at intervals.
This species is 'of considerable importance for the purpose of conserving biodiversity' under the
NERC Act 2006'.

10/17/2017 1:46 PM

50 Too much to digest 10/17/2017 1:32 PM

51 Suggest policy be reviewed in the light of Persimmons submission to the SAP inspectors to ensure
robustness in the face of any potential undesirable amendments to site extent, development
requirements etc.

10/17/2017 1:11 PM

77 / 159

OTLEY NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN 2019-28 PRE-SUBMISSION PLAN CONSULTATION RESPONSE FORM



52 Particularly important to include no vehicular access to Cambridge estate and East Busk Lane as
these will ultimately become short cut 'rat-runs' to and from the new housing or to access the relief
road in another area. Previous Inspectors comments on building application referred to East Busk
Lane being unsuitable to take further traffic because of on street parking. School on Cambridges
would suffer if further traffic access granted. Relevant views should be included within the Policy,
not within Appendices.

10/16/2017 8:38 PM

53 But the siting of the road must minimise the disruption to wildlife and removal of mature trees. The
road should incorporate wildlife tunnels to ensure that the wildlife corridor is not interrupted and
habitat fragmentation is minimised, particularly for hedgehogs which are frequent visitors to the
Cambridge Estate. Public rights of way and access should be given ample width within the design
of the development to allow attractive plantings for amenity purposes and for nature conservation.
Adequate garden size should be allowed within the development with permeability in boundaries
for wildlife to move about. Not sure if a cycle track would be necessary alongside the relief road as
cyclists could be encouraged to traverse the town centre.

10/16/2017 8:02 PM

54 I do not support any development to the East of Otley. This development will destroy a large area
of green field space, taking with it wildlife. It will totally change Otley and will have a negative
impact on roads, services and facilities. However, as it needs to be addressed in the Plan, I would
like the following to be added - In relation to the Transport Study the surveys of current traffic flows
should include the collection of sufficient origin/destination data, covering the town centre in
sufficient detail to give meaningful results, extending beyond the Otley area sufficiently to assess
the wider consequences of the relief road. Less than half the houses should be 3 storey. The relief
road should be designed to minimise visual and noise pollution. In relation to the Environment -
Former tip sites including the kings Lane tip to be ameliorated in line with best practice.
Development designed to buffer on the site (without unplanned flooding) the run-off from the
Chevin, the emergent groundwater and the on-site rainfall and to discharge this water with no
increase in off-site flooding. An agreed long-term management plan for drainage and landscaping
to ensure continued satisfactory operation of the flood control measures. In relation to Key views
Respecting of key views towards, away from and within the site: View 1: Panoramic view onto the
northern half of the site from Surprise View at the top of the Chevin, looking north-west. Moving the
view point east-west alters the obstruction below from the Chevin tree line. View 2: Panoramic
view onto the central area of the site from the footpath running west from the lower Chevin carpark
on East Chevin Road (as it approaches the level stretch), looking from north-east to north. View 3:
Panoramic view onto much of the site from Leeds Road (A660) east of the roundabout, looking
from north-west to north-east. View 4: Panoramic view onto the east of the site from the A660
heading out of Otley past the last house on the north side, looking from north-east to north. View 5:
Panoramic view onto the central and north of the site from Leeds Road (A660) south of Russell
Farm, looking west to the north-east. View 6: Panoramic view onto the central part of the site from
Leeds Road(A660) south of Stubbins Farm, looking north-west to north. View 7: View towards the
site from the tack which continues beyond the paved eastern end of East Busk Lane (where the
public footpath runs west to the Cambridge Estate), looking west towards Otley. View 8: View into
the site from East Busk Lane (where the line of the relief road will cut the lane), looking from south
to north. View 9: View into the west of the site from the footpath on the east side of Rammers
Cottage, look from north-east to south-west. View 10: View into the west side of the site from the
end of the paved footpath south of Peterhouse Drive, looking north-east to south-west. View 11:
View into the south of the site from Lister Drive (just west of the junction with Cambridge Drive),
looking from west to east. View 12: Panoramic view onto the site from kings Tip, looking from west
to south west.

10/16/2017 1:08 PM

55 My comments on Policy MU1 are more complex and will be submitted separately. 10/16/2017 8:06 AM

56 I think it needs to be stressed that if this area is to be built on, it will only be done as a last resort,
after all brownfield sites have been exhausted. Furthermore, any new building on here should be
sustainable and community focused. This would be the perfect opportunity to be innovative and
have community led housing cooperatives develop something unique that would benefit the whole
of Otley.

10/15/2017 7:36 PM

57 There seems to be confusion on East Busk lane access - on the one hand there is to be "no
vehicular access" (except buses / emergency), on the other hand it is to be retained as a cycling
route. Bicycles are vehicles, and failing to take this into account can lead to poor quality cycling
infrastructure.

10/13/2017 9:11 PM
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58 It is critical that the bypass does not become a barrier to wildlife movement. We are particularly
concerned about the viability of the hedgehog population if there is severance. The hedgehog is a
species of principal importance. Species “of principal importance for the purpose of conserving
biodiversity” covered under section 41 (England) of the NERC Act (2006) and therefore need to be
taken into consideration by a public body when performing any of its functions with a view to
conserving biodiversity. This species has been shown to become locally extinct due to severance
of habitat by large roads. Underpasses including wildlife underpasses will allow this species to
move freely from the countryside to the outskirts of Otley and people's gardens as it does now.
Any development proposal must take this into account, many people in east of Otley have
hedgehogs in their gardens and enjoy their presence. Allotment holders also stand to suffer if this
species is excluded from the town. Wildlife should be more explicitly included as an objective.

10/13/2017 6:10 PM

59 Can the following section be incorporated into the policy section to carry more weight even if it has
to be more general or worded differently e.g. Close to zero carbon homes The development also
offers considerable opportunities, for example as a demonstrator or exemplar site, for
implementing the Leeds Climate Change Strategy. This could include adopting the highest
environmental and energy conservation standards and the provision of electric vehicle charging
points for all dwellings and in car parks.

10/13/2017 1:16 PM

60 Develop brown sites not green sites. East development will ruin Otley 10/13/2017 8:43 AM

61 Broadly. However, please see Comments from ODD as I agree with these. I will only support this if
you restructure and reword the policy in line with ODD submission as below: POLICY MU1: EAST
OF OTLEY KEY GUIDING DEVELOPMENT PRINCIPLES Development at East of Otley, as
identified on The Neighbourhood Plan Map, will be undertaken in accordance with the following
requirements:- AN AGREED STRATEGIC APPROACH • Preparation and agreement of the
following four documents, including public consultation as part of the preparation process, prior to
the submission of any planning application:- (1)
Acomprehensivedevelopmentbriefandconceptmasterplan. (2) Acomprehensivetransportstudy. (3)
Anoutlinedesigncode (4) Aninfrastructuredeliveryplan. • Document (2), the comprehensive
transport study, should follow the following outline brief:- Otley’s road network is unpredictable and
vulnerable to congestion. The proposed Eastern Relief Road will have a substantial impact on
existing traffic flows (both local and through traffic) as will the additional traffic generated by the
East of Otley development and other developments in the wider area. The following are
considered to be the key issues for the East of Otley Transport Study:- • The study to be founded
on a detailed traffic model: well calibrated by surveys of current traffic flows including the collection
of sufficient origin / destination data, covering the town centre in sufficient detail to give meaningful
results, extending beyond the Otley area sufficiently to assess the wider consequences of the relief
road. • The scenarios to be considered to include: • prior to the development; • prior to completing
the relief road; • development completed; • the effect of other planned developments within the
wider area. • The assessment to identify the direct impact of the development on the performance
of the road network at key times and the combined consequences of the other planned
developments in the wider area. • The study to identify what enhancements to the road network
may be needed (or become possible) and identify which of these it is proposed to carry out as part
of the development. • The study to assess the public transport requirements of the development
and identify what transport infrastructure enhancements are proposed as part of the development.
• These four documents (1) to (4) will address the key guiding principles for development identified
within the remainder of this policy:- DESIGN CONCEPTS • Integration of the development with the
rest of the town and its facilities, while at the same time creating a genuine ‘village-like’ feel with
an uncontrived natural centre, including green spaces, a shop and a pub. • Creation of a green
infrastructure framework for the development, based on existing landscape/habitat features and
Public Rights of Way, and incorporating new greenspace, walking and cycling routes and wildlife
habitats. • Creation of a unique and distinctive ‘Otley Brand’, articulating a strong sense of place
through the creation of visual interest across the development, reflecting the organic growth of
Otley. • Complex unregimented layout, featuring irregular neighbourhoods each with a distinct
architectural character - progressing from very traditional in the north (reflecting Otley’s stone
Victorian Heritage and conservation area), to very modern in the south, but with an underlying
architectural unity (see ‘Design Code’). KEY VIEWS • Respecting of key views towards, away from
and within the site: • View 1: Panoramic view onto the northern half of the site from Surprise View
at the top of the Chevin, looking north-west. Moving the viewpoint east-west alters the obstruction
below from the Chevin tree line. • View 2: Panoramic view onto the central area of the site from the
footpath running west from the lower Chevin carpark on East Chevin Road (as it approaches the
level stretch), looking from north-east to north. • View 3: Panoramic view onto much of the site
from Leeds Road (A660) east of the roundabout, looking from north-west to north-east. • View 4:
Panoramic view onto the east of the site from the A660 heading out of Otley past the last house on
the north side, looking from north-east to north. • View 5: Panoramic view onto the central and

10/13/2017 8:43 AM
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north of the site from Leeds Road (A660) south of Russell Farm, looking west to the north-east. •
View 6: Panoramic view onto the central part of the site from Leeds Road (A660) south of Stubbins
Farm, looking from north-west to north. • View 7: View towards the site from the track which
continues beyond the paved eastern end of East Busk Lane (where the public footpath runs west
to the Cambridge estate), looking west towards Otley. • View 8: View into the site from East Busk
Lane (where the line of the relief road will cut the lane), looking from south to north. • View 9: View
into the west of the site from the footpath on the east side of Rammers Cottage, look from north
east to south-west. • View 10: View into the west side of the site from end of the paved footpath to
the south of Peterhouse Drive, looking north-east to south-west. • View 11: View into the south of
the site from Lister Drive (just west of the junction with Cambridge Drive), looking from west to
east. • View 12: Panoramic view onto the site from Ings Tip, looking from west to south-west.
DESIGN CODE • Eschewal of standard building designs. • Building heights and skyline in tune
with the existing Otley environment, with a mix of buildings of two and three storeys (no more than
half to be three stories high) • Provision of predominantly semi-detached and terraced housing
with proportionately fewer detached dwellings, flats or apartments. • Careful choice of form,
materials and colour pallet, reflecting local variety. EASTERN RELIEF ROAD • Alignment of the
relief road broadly as per UDP inquiry indication. • Designed to minimise visual and noise
pollution. • Construction of relief road from the A660 end and complete within 5 years. • Provision
of all vehicular access to the development from the relief road. • No vehicular access between the
development and East Busk Lane or the Cambridge Estate, with the possible exception of barrier-
controlled access for bus and/or emergency vehicles. • Provision of separate two-way cycle track
alongside the relief road plus pedestrian route. FOOTPATH AND CYCLE LINKS • Provision and
enhancement of existing pedestrian and cycle routes into the town centre, embedded into the
site’s green infrastructure. • Accommodation of the route of the Wharfedale Greenway, in liaison
with Greenway partners. • Retention of Public Rights of Way as ‘rural routes’, embedded into the
site’s green infrastructure, incorporating cycle routes where feasible and minimising highway
crossing points. • Retention of East Busk Lane as a walking and cycling route, embedded into the
site’s green infrastructure, incorporating a ‘green bridge’ over the relief road and connection to
Wharfedale Greenway. EMPLOYMENT PROVISION • Location of employment area(s) for easy
access to the relief road and designed to avoid nuisance to residents with appropriate screening
and buffering. • Education Provision • Location of school to maximise non-vehicular travel from its
catchment. • Location of school to facilitate vehicular accessibility from the relief road,
complemented by adequate parking and drop- off provision. ENVIRONMENT • Former tip sites
including the Ings Lane tip to be ameliorated Former tip site to be ameliorated in line with best
practice. • Development designed to buffer on the site (without unplanned flooding) the run-off from
the Chevin, the emergent groundwater and the on-site rainfall and to discharge this water with no
increase in off-site flooding. • An agreed long-term management plan for drainage and
landscaping to ensure continued satisfactory operation of the flood control measures.

62 These new developments do not have to copy the same look. If they do this where will innovative ,
low energy, cheaper buildings go. This makes unimaginative builders make the usual buildings
with out change and without thinking of future architecture

10/9/2017 4:12 PM

63 I am concerned that the design code states two and three storey buildings may allow developers to
build predominantly three storey buildings which would not fit with the current landscaping of the
east of Otley There are several tip sites in this area this should be more specific.

10/9/2017 10:42 AM

64 My comments on this policy are more complex and will be submitted separately by email. 10/7/2017 4:32 PM

65 The implication of the existing policy is that the embedded references “see Appendix 5” and “see
outline brief at Appendix 8” within the text makes these two appendices an integral part of the
policy(when making planning decisions). However, it is understood that this implication is incorrect
and that to be effective the content of such appendices needs to be relocated into the body of the
policy. Policy MU1 will be fully supported only if the policy is restructured and equivalent changes
are made to the text to those that will be contained in my separate submission about policy MU1.

10/7/2017 11:09 AM

66 The East of Otley site may be required by Leeds to supply housing need but the housing should
take up a minimum amount of land. High density housing would reduce the risk of flooding A study
of the effect of this amount of housing on town-centre traffic should be made. The impact of the
population increase on the north/south traffic over the bridge should be assessed also.

10/5/2017 1:30 PM

67 The East of Otley Development will exacerbate many of Otley's infrastructure problems so it
makes a plan pointless if we if minimal influence on the development. especially in view of the
number brownfield sire and empty buildings which could converted into apartments.. Also why are
there proposals to extend the site onto land which was deemed unsuitable for building on the UDP
plan

10/5/2017 10:51 AM
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68 Define what is meant by the 'Otley Brand'? What is the local colour pallet? Is there an opportunity
to design the development around the public open space/public amenity rather than the other way
round?

10/4/2017 1:02 PM

69 Itnfindamemtally more control is required at otley level and take. From leeds 9/9/2017 9:03 AM

81 / 159

OTLEY NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN 2019-28 PRE-SUBMISSION PLAN CONSULTATION RESPONSE FORM



73.96% 71

5.21% 5

20.83% 20

Q28 Do you agree with Policy MU2?
Answered: 96 Skipped: 35

TOTAL 96

# COMMENTS: DATE

1 Taking note of the biological assessment. Bullet 8 add "the consequences of the East of Otley
development + relief road".

11/8/2017 3:50 PM

2 But don't say development "will be"! say "any future development should be..." Add as above re.
Setting of Conservation area.

11/8/2017 1:20 PM

3 Publicly accessed river corridor – not just a footpath + wider margins. Where will all the cars park
both commercial and household. No aspiration expressed.

11/7/2017 1:50 PM

4 Ashfield development primarily housing with some office - not retail. Also protection of existing
wildlife habitats

11/2/2017 2:41 PM

5 Agree, but traffic impact, and greenspace needed. 11/2/2017 1:37 PM

6 I am unsure about 'addressing requirements of Ashfield Works Brief' as I fear this might be part of
problems for developers. Can we review content against our plan's aspirations?

10/23/2017 1:16 PM

7 Would like to include the construction of a bat tower or wall on the site to protect local bat species
using the existing derelict buildings.

10/20/2017 9:26 PM

8 Building on brownfield sites should be planned to maximise density of housing whilst meeting local
housing demand in order to save greenfield sites from development.

10/20/2017 2:45 PM

9 This should include the acquisition of Grade 1 building for a Town Printing Museum with integrated
adjoining business units for local printing enterprises Also car and coach parking provision to
service Museum

10/20/2017 2:07 PM

10 Where are the enhanced employment opportunities to go? 10/20/2017 1:34 PM

11 The Ashfield works development home of the machine gig tool workshop for the printing industry
could incorporate a building to house a new Otley museum, focusing on 'printing USP' for tourism.

10/20/2017 1:33 PM
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12 Old buildings should be retained. 10/20/2017 10:03 AM

13 No more housing please 10/20/2017 9:46 AM

14 A riverside walkway and cycleway extending from the small park next to the police station would
be really good. Please take account of the needs of existing wildlife during the planning of any new
development on the Ashfield Works site. As in MU1, there may be a need to think about
preventing fragmentation of territories and opportunities for increasing biodiversity. The National
Planning Policy Framework reasonably requests that all new developments provide a net increase
in biodiversity. In Otley I believe that the following policy wording should be applied to deliver this:
All new residential developments will have a minimum of one integral (built into the fabric of the
building) Swift nesting brick or Bat roosting feature per dwelling installed under the guidance of an
appropriately qualified ecological consultant. The feature will be installed prior to occupation of the
dwelling and retained thereafter. A similar requirement should be included for any new school,
industrial or employment buildings but these structures should have between 4 and 10 such
features. The following 2 links refer to the practicality of this proposal and links to the planning
process, and to numbers of features. The above suggestion on proposed numbers is reasonable.
https://ww2.rspb.org.uk/globalassets/downloads/documents/conservation--sustainability/help-
swifts/swift-bricks.pdf http://www.swift-conservation.org/Leaflet%204%20-
%20Swift%20Nest%20Bricks%20-%20installation%20&%20suppliers-small.pdf

10/19/2017 3:59 PM

15 Bullet 2 . to start " informed by the biological assessment the provision....." Bullet 3. To start "
informed by the biological assessment..... Bullet 8. should be extended " MU3 - and the
consequences of the East of Otley development and relief road."

10/19/2017 2:44 PM

16 N/A 10/19/2017 10:40 AM

17 Refer to the planning/design exercise sponsored by ODD group, it is brilliant. It takes all these
points into consideration. We do not want or need any more supermarkets. Re shops; we have
already too many empty ones

10/19/2017 8:10 AM

18 this plus MU3 and MU4 need a preamble emphasising they are key development sites at the heart
of the town and inserting the need for appropriate permeability as a reuirement in MU2 and 3

10/18/2017 1:38 PM

19 The latest proposal for the Ashfield Works and Westgate site only includes 6 houses, and includes
a large retails unit which would most likely be only taken by a national chain store - this does not
meet the requirements for the site.

10/17/2017 3:55 PM

20 Bullet point 2 should commence “Informed by the biological assessment, the provision of a
Biological Buffer …”. Bullet point 3 should perhaps commence “Informed by the biological
assessment, the formalisation of a riverside walkway …”. Bullet point 7 should perhaps include “…
archaeological and architectural recording, and if necessary make appropriate adjustments, prior
to …” Bullet point 8 should be extended “… MU3 – and the consequences of the East of Otley
development and relief road.

10/16/2017 8:06 AM

21 Environmental buffer is essential, as is a bat tower. Please don't allow the nursing home to go
ahead in its current form. Otley doesn't need another supermarket. There should also be space for
local trades and crafts people.

10/15/2017 7:36 PM

22 If development of this area is not to include employment use, would like to see something about
relocation of existing business tenants in this area to suitable alternative sites identified in the plan.

10/13/2017 9:11 PM

23 Very good. 10/13/2017 6:10 PM

24 Add a bat tower or similar be included in any development for the existing population 10/13/2017 1:16 PM

25 Addition: will include innovative, affordable and sustainable housing that meets community needs,
including housing for older people. Will not increase car traffic and use in the centre of the town.
Will include a home for Otley museum

10/13/2017 8:43 AM

26 Bullet #2 should commence “Informed by the biological assessment, the provision of a Biological
Buffer …”. Bullet #3 should perhaps commence “Informed by the biological assessment, the
formalisation of a riverside walkway …”. Bullet #7 should perhaps include “…archaeological and
architectural recording, and if necessary make appropriate adjustments, prior to …” Bullet #8
should be extended “… MU3 – and the consequences of the East of Otley development and relief
road);”

10/7/2017 4:32 PM
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27 Bullet Point 2 should commence “Informed by the biological assessment, the provision of a
Biological Buffer …”. Bullet Point 3 should perhaps commence “Informed by the biological
assessment, the formalisation of a riverside walkway …”. Bullet Point 7 should perhaps include “…
archaeological and architectural recording, and if necessary make appropriate adjustments, prior
to …” Bullet Point 8 should be extended “… MU3 – and the consequences of the East of Otley
development and relief road);”

10/7/2017 11:09 AM

28 What is meant by 'positive buildings'? I think named examples are needed! Possible inclusion of
like for like replacement parking should be mentioned. Should there be any reference to preferred
uses? Would it be possible to include a requirement to have public amenity open
space/square/outdoor space with riverside views - on the south bank of the riverside and closer to
the town centre.

10/4/2017 1:02 PM

29 Also need a Aldi - lidle re elderly + family 9/11/2017 12:32 PM

30 No consideration made for relocating the businesses in this area, housing would compound the
traffic problem in this area

9/9/2017 9:47 AM

31 No supermarkets !!!! 9/9/2017 9:03 AM
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25.00% 24

Q29 Do you agree with Policy MU3?
Answered: 96 Skipped: 35

TOTAL 96

# COMMENTS: DATE

1 Surely proposals afoot for Westgate i.e Ashfield development - and why no housing included in
that plan?

11/13/2017 3:21 PM

2 5 - add "and the consequences of the East of Otley Relief Road". 11/8/2017 3:50 PM

3 As above 11/8/2017 1:20 PM

4 Detail lacking – short on aspirational detail 11/7/2017 1:50 PM

5 Not sure about indoor market – would it affect other businesses & the successful outdoor market. 11/7/2017 11:29 AM

6 Strongly support 11/2/2017 2:41 PM

7 Agree with MU3 statement and policy. We need a museum and yes to indoor market. Sell Otley
Civic Centre or let it be ?

11/2/2017 1:37 PM

8 Pedestrianised areas would be key 11/2/2017 12:59 PM

9 I feel that MU2 and MU3 should place greater emphasis on (i) more housing provision (planned
older persons homes is too narrow and for one demographic only) and (ii)

10/23/2017 1:16 PM

10 Building on brownfield sites should be planned to maximise density of housing whilst meeting local
housing demand in order to save greenfield sites from development.

10/20/2017 2:45 PM

11 Church Lane flagstones are unusual and as wide as path (the nature of this needs preserving).
Museum more appropriate on Ashfield Works development because of historical nature.

10/20/2017 1:33 PM

12 Would rather see some housing on the Westgate site. 10/20/2017 12:58 PM

13 No more housing please 10/20/2017 9:46 AM

14 It would be good to see this area of wasted space opened up and used appropriately. There
seems to be a lot of partially hidden dereliction at present.

10/19/2017 3:59 PM

Yes
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15 Bullet 5. should be extended " MU2 - and the consequences of the East of Otley development and
relief road.

10/19/2017 2:44 PM

16 N/A 10/19/2017 10:40 AM

17 You must also consider existing business eg Crossley's garage, that they can stay here if they
wish. Convert Walkers Printerdom into an industrial museum, house Otley Museum there and
convert part of building to flats/houses sympathetically. Walkers has great potential to enhance
Otley

10/19/2017 8:10 AM

18 this plus MU3 and MU4 need a preamble emphasising they are key development sites at the heart
of the town and inserting the need for appropriate permeability as a requirement in MU2 and 3

10/18/2017 1:38 PM

19 As above. 10/17/2017 3:55 PM

20 There is a real threat of over development on the Westgate site. Priority should be given to
providing a sustainable programme of works

10/17/2017 1:32 PM

21 Bullet point 1 could be more specific. Bullet point 5 should be extended “… MU2 – and the
consequences of the East of Otley development and relief road);” Bullet point 6 should include “…
archaeological and architectural recording, and if necessary make appropriate adjustments, prior
to …”

10/16/2017 8:06 AM

22 If development of this area is not to include employment use, would like to see something about
relocation of existing business tenants in this area to suitable alternative sites identified in the plan.

10/13/2017 9:11 PM

23 Not if they are just aspirations - as that they are unlikely to ever be achieved. 10/13/2017 8:43 AM

24 Bullet #1 could be more specific. Bullet #5 should be extended “… MU2 – and the consequences
of the East of Otley development and relief road);” Bullet #6 should perhaps include “…
archaeological and architectural recording, and if necessary make appropriate adjustments, prior
to …”

10/7/2017 4:32 PM

25 The traffic impact is of significant importance and another so-called supermarket will adversely
affect the town.

10/7/2017 1:48 PM

26 Bullet Point 1 could be more specific. Bullet Point 5 should be extended “… MU2 – and the
consequences of the East of Otley development and relief road);” Bullet Point 6 should perhaps
include “…archaeological and architectural recording, and if necessary make appropriate
adjustments, prior to …”

10/7/2017 11:09 AM

27 I don't feel an indoor market would be useful. We already have a very successful outdoor market
on three days in the week. But the museum is an asset to the town and needs a home centrally.

10/5/2017 1:30 PM

28 Policies NU2-4 should be given priority over MU1 10/5/2017 10:51 AM

29 As above what is meant by 'positive buildings'? 10/4/2017 1:02 PM

30 Desperate need to provide B2 use light industrial in Otley, far too many shops in Otley including
supermarkets

9/9/2017 9:47 AM
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69.79% 67

6.25% 6

23.96% 23

Q30 Do you agree with Policy MU4?
Answered: 96 Skipped: 35

TOTAL 96

# COMMENTS: DATE

1 As above 11/8/2017 1:20 PM

2 This is a central location filling for addition to courthouse complex e.g. further facilities and
incorporating the Otley museum.

11/7/2017 1:50 PM

3 As long as design is keeping with the area 11/7/2017 11:29 AM

4 Courthouse extension or re-housing of Otley museum is more suitable than more houses and
parking

11/2/2017 3:35 PM

5 Partially agree. Community action should be respected and - buildings next to Courthouse used by
LCC offered to Courthouse. Ashfield - should be carefully monitored as opportunity for brown
housing - social vs work units.

11/2/2017 1:37 PM

6 Building on brownfield sites should be planned to maximise density of housing whilst meeting local
housing demand in order to save greenfield sites from development.

10/20/2017 2:45 PM

7 Should include an element of affordable housing 10/20/2017 2:07 PM

8 Expansion of the courthouse? 10/20/2017 1:34 PM

9 The Crossley Evans scrapyard derelict is in the conservation area and as the owners are
procrastinating on development in the meantime LCC planning should enforce and clearing of the
area , removal of dangerous crane and high risk building used tramps and drug users.

10/20/2017 1:33 PM

10 No more housing please 10/20/2017 9:46 AM
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11 This area looks to be very close to Otley Courthouse. This is a very successful venue within Otley
and a valued community asset. As such, I would like to see the Courthouse expand to become our
main community and entertainment hub. I don't see the point of trying to develop a new one down
the road at the old Civic Centre which is less accessible, has no convenient parking and could only
compete with what we already have in the Courthouse. If development of this area for housing and
offices would preclude expansion of the Courthouse I would not want to see that happen. It is
difficult to work out exactly how things lie on your map, so I appreciate this may be a
misunderstanding.

10/19/2017 3:59 PM

12 We are surprised that there is no mention here, or on the NP map, of the rest of this site.
Reference is made within the document, on several occasions, of support for Otley Courthouse's
expansion plans - and it it is on land ajoining the former Board Buildings that such expansion
would take place. If Courthouse expansion were to take place then it is obviously important that
both the redevelopment of the Board Buildings, and of the Courthouse expansion, should be
planned in a way that is mutually sympathetic. The land that the Courthouse expansion could be
developed on is LCC land; LCC want to see this land developed; this development would have to
have regard for the development of the Board Building site - yet there is no mention of this in the
NP.

10/19/2017 11:02 AM

13 N/A 10/19/2017 10:40 AM

14 An excellent use would be to extend the leisure facilities of the Courthouse at these buildings.
They could be joined by a covered corridor to the Courthouse

10/19/2017 8:10 AM

15 Reference to an opportunity for housing/offices/parking on the former Board Buildings seems at
odds with the possibility of expanding the Courthouse facilities and contrary to Policy CF3 and its
preamble.

10/18/2017 1:38 PM

16 Should be retained as office and additional car parking. Otley has a lack of good quality office
accommodation

10/17/2017 1:32 PM

17 These dilapidated buildings are a real eyesore. Housing, especially social or elderly housing would
be very appropriate.

10/5/2017 1:30 PM

18 Surprising that Otley Civic Centre is not set out in this section given it's similar status to the Former
Board Buildings.

10/4/2017 1:02 PM

19 Far too few opportunities to encourage development for employment rather than residential
conversion

9/9/2017 9:47 AM
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15.63% 15

Q31 Do you agree with Policy H1?
Answered: 96 Skipped: 35

TOTAL 96

# COMMENTS: DATE

1 But with an emphasis on smaller, less expensive dwellings that local people can afford to buy/rent 11/9/2017 3:53 PM

2 Add Bridleways 11/8/2017 1:20 PM

3 Agree off street car parking, cant envisage how these cars avoid existing road networks though.
Electric cars – there aren’t enough world resources for all to have a car. Battery pack unless
technology changes.

11/7/2017 1:51 PM

4 Take heed regarding Traffic Impact. Already congested in OTC - new routes & roads needed.
Move bus station. Not sure how this is possible - affordable housing!

11/2/2017 1:40 PM

5 Identify and publicise brownfield (or empty) sites in the town centre. Target these for development
and provide incentives to builders

11/2/2017 11:42 AM

6 Agree with proposals however impossible to implicate 10/20/2017 9:46 AM

7 As previously noted, biodiversity considerations should be taken into account at the planning
stage for new housing developments. The National Planning Policy Framework reasonably
requests that all new developments provide a net increase in biodiversity. In Otley I believe that
the following policy wording should be applied to deliver this: All new residential developments will
have a minimum of one integral (built into the fabric of the building) Swift nesting brick or Bat
roosting feature per dwelling installed under the guidance of an appropriately qualified ecological
consultant. The feature will be installed prior to occupation of the dwelling and retained thereafter.
A similar requirement should be included for any new school, industrial or employment buildings
but these structures should have between 4 and 10 such features. The following 2 links refer to
the practicality of this proposal and links to the planning process, and to numbers of features. The
above suggestion on proposed numbers is reasonable.
https://ww2.rspb.org.uk/globalassets/downloads/documents/conservation--sustainability/help-
swifts/swift-bricks.pdf http://www.swift-conservation.org/Leaflet%204%20-
%20Swift%20Nest%20Bricks%20-%20installation%20&%20suppliers-small.pdf

10/19/2017 3:59 PM
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8 This is a response on behalf of the Board of Otley Courthouse so we are only responding to parts
of the NP which refer, or impact on, Otley Courthouse.

10/19/2017 11:03 AM

9 N/A 10/19/2017 10:55 AM

10 Again little on the sustainability/ energy efficiency through incorporation of new technology in
power generation, waste heat recovery etc

10/18/2017 8:56 PM

11 Otley is a very important place for roosting bats and nesting Swifts due to its historic structures
such as the main bridge and Victorian houses. 2017 saw the start of a local project called
"Mapping Otleys Swifts" and so far 70 Swift nesting sites have been found but these are all in old
buildings. New buildings do not have the necessary holes or crevices for roosting bats or nesting
Swifts and therefore these species are under threat as older buildings are refurbished or
maintained to a higher standard. The National Planning Policy Framework reasonably requests
that all new developments provide a net increase in biodiversity and in Otley we believe that the
following policy wording should be applied to deliver this: All new residential developments will
have a minimum of one integral (built into the fabric of the building) Swift nesting brick or Bat
roosting feature per dwelling installed under the guidance of an appropriately qualified ecological
consultant. The feature will be installed prior to occupation of the dwelling and retained thereafter.
A similar requirement should be included for any new school, industrial or employment buildings
but these structures should have between 4 and 10 such features. The following 2 links refer to
the practicality of this proposal and links to the planning process, and to numbers of features. The
above suggestion on proposed numbers is reasonable.
https://ww2.rspb.org.uk/globalassets/downloads/documents/conservation--sustainability/help-
swifts/swift-bricks.pdf http://www.swift-conservation.org/Leaflet%204%20-
%20Swift%20Nest%20Bricks%20-%20installation%20&%20suppliers-small.pdf It would also be
good if there was an aspiration to create a custom-made Bat Roosting tower feature somewhere
alongside the River Wharfe.

10/18/2017 4:22 PM

12 Provided that reference to road safety and traffic congestion uses the same wording as E5 viz 'no
adverse impact.. How adverse impacts, individually or cumulatively, arising from piecemeal
development that affect movement across the town centre needs more thought.

10/18/2017 1:50 PM

13 But needs to include bridle ways. 10/18/2017 12:07 PM

14 All very sensible proposals. Developers should be discouraged from providing inappropriate
housing stock.

10/17/2017 1:34 PM

15 Add: Brownfield sites will be considered in the first instance for housing development. 10/13/2017 8:50 AM

16 DON'T DEVELOP OTLEY 10/13/2017 8:48 AM

17 very vague 10/7/2017 1:50 PM

18 However, please could you explain what Otley's essential existing character is? Also, not sure the
reference of homes for local people is acceptable or wanted - surely it should be for all.

10/4/2017 1:04 PM

19 However isnsgouldmextend to being able to refuse housing, its a cleverly worded. It doesn't cover
the concerns just accepts we will have what leeds tell us and you'll try your best to put some
parameters round it. The action needs to be at the start of planning not after when it's a done deal.

9/9/2017 9:06 AM
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76.04% 73

10.42% 10

13.54% 13

Q32 Do you agree with Policy H2?
Answered: 96 Skipped: 35

TOTAL 96

# COMMENTS: DATE

1 Good example Shirely Close 11/13/2017 3:22 PM

2 3-4 bed houses are needed as Otley is a family town 11/13/2017 12:55 PM

3 But partly agree - but "urban infill sites" needs defining. - Disagree that developments consisting
primarily of 3-4 + beds. Should be resisted. Otley needs + attracts families!

11/8/2017 1:20 PM

4 Yes agree that housing developments need to look at lower incomed families and use more
brownfield. Most developments end up as investment property

11/2/2017 1:40 PM

5 Need larger properties also 11/2/2017 11:42 AM

6 Many families in Otley who require ? homes. Many people prefer detached houses for many
reasons.

11/2/2017 10:58 AM

7 I have a concern that in Otley and elsewhere there are small elderly family units in large houses
and larger younger families crammed into small houses. OTC could help develop a swapping
service to encourage movement.

10/23/2017 1:21 PM

8 But again , more specific reference to low carbon, energy efficiency needing to be integral and not
an extra.

10/20/2017 2:41 PM

9 Landlords of shop premises encouraged to develop town centre 'flat' accommodation. 10/20/2017 1:35 PM

10 I would like to see more housing for Council tenants in Otley 10/20/2017 12:59 PM

11 This is a very important policy 10/20/2017 12:43 PM

12 As we are forecast to live longer, will need another 24/7 care home & possibly also a nursing
home. Do like the idea of a creche nearby so toddlers can visit the elderly regularly - mutually
beneficial.

10/20/2017 12:18 PM
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13 There needs to be a mix of new housing - some affordable but others quality (to create spending
power)

10/20/2017 11:37 AM

14 Larger families need reasonably priced larger homes (4 - 6 Bedrooms) 10/20/2017 10:08 AM

15 No houses 10/20/2017 9:46 AM

16 I think this is crucial- there is far too much new build aimed at the wealthy and people moving in
from outside the area, and not nearly enough account taken of those with fewer resources who
already belong here.

10/19/2017 3:59 PM

17 With some emphasis on affordable housing, and care to avoid higher roof lines 10/19/2017 12:13 PM

18 N/A 10/19/2017 10:55 AM

19 Why should we resist 3-4 bed dwellings? Families need housing too.affordable housing needs
definition.

10/18/2017 12:07 PM

20 But please include bridleways. 10/18/2017 11:56 AM

21 Encourage more affordable housing stock and provide the appropriate percentage of social/rented
properties

10/17/2017 1:34 PM

22 Although I do not support any development of greenbelt-greenfield spaces I agree with the type of
housing mix specified.

10/16/2017 1:12 PM

23 Houses should be developed with shared spaces and facilities. 10/15/2017 7:39 PM

24 Otley needs a mix of new homes but definitely needs many more larger family homes. We have
lived in Otley over 20yrs and have spent over 10 of those years looking for a 5-bed 2-bath
detached house with garden and off street parking that gives us more space than our current
terrace. We have been unable to find such in Otley in all that time - with the exception of a few
much larger houses on Birdcage walk and east/west chevin roads that are up in the millions pound
range. The only houses we have offered on in Otley in that time we had to compromise on those
requirements and they have still gone into bidding wars that we have lost, because supply is so
low. If we look in Pool, Bramhope, Menston, Guiseley Burley, Ilkley we can find plenty of houses
that tick all the boxes, but not in Otley, and in fact we have offered on more houses outside of
Otley than within it, despite wanting to stay here. We know we are not alone in this experience,
and we have seen several families leave Otley to find larger family houses (so you won't here from
them, because they've gone). It is too late for us, our children will start leaving in a couple of years
and we'll be able to stop sleeping in the lounge, but the plan should ensure that future generations
don't have to leave the town to accommodate larger families.

10/13/2017 9:29 PM

25 a bid by Otley Community Land Trust will be supported to build sustainable and affordable housing
as part of new housing developments in town.

10/13/2017 8:50 AM

26 NO MORE HOUSES IN OTLEY 10/13/2017 8:48 AM

27 Provided the houses are built within the confines of the Neighbourhood Plan and not offset
elsewhere in the Leeds, referring in particular to the need for social housing and smaller properties
for starter homes and for older people.

10/7/2017 11:18 AM

28 Otley definitely needs a range of properties, both for rental and to buy, but unfortunately
developers only want to build large executive homes because they make more money that way.

10/5/2017 1:39 PM

29 This wil. Are otley a bed sit town jot a family town. I dont agree with this it. Are otley a poorer town 9/9/2017 9:06 AM

92 / 159

OTLEY NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN 2019-28 PRE-SUBMISSION PLAN CONSULTATION RESPONSE FORM



81.25% 78

4.17% 4

14.58% 14

Q33 Do you agree with Policy H3?
Answered: 96 Skipped: 35

TOTAL 96

# COMMENTS: DATE

1 Good new proposal - Ashfield Works Site 11/13/2017 3:22 PM

2 Strongly agree 11/2/2017 3:36 PM

3 Agree 11/2/2017 1:40 PM

4 Bus 'hopper' services 10/20/2017 1:35 PM

5 Good! 10/20/2017 1:34 PM

6 Very important as the demographic of the area changes 10/19/2017 3:59 PM

7 N/A 10/19/2017 10:55 AM

8 Such developments should not take place with poor access to facilities 10/19/2017 8:28 AM

9 This is very weak policy. It should stipulate exactly what measures should be put in place, in terms
of transport, footpaths etc.

10/16/2017 1:12 PM

10 If new housing projects were thoughtfully built, we could have communities were elderly and
younger people mix and provide for one another.

10/15/2017 7:39 PM

11 It should be a policy that older people should be able to consider their home as a home for life and
that a move is only in exceptional circumstances.

10/13/2017 8:50 AM

12 NO MORE DEVELOPMENTS IN OTLEY 10/13/2017 8:48 AM

13 The measures "must" rather than "should" be put in place. 10/7/2017 11:18 AM

14 Since these community facilities are centrally located where parking is limited. Parking near the
library and Post Office should be for Blue Badge holders ONLY.

10/5/2017 1:39 PM

Yes

No

Don't Know

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES

Yes

No

Don't Know

93 / 159

OTLEY NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN 2019-28 PRE-SUBMISSION PLAN CONSULTATION RESPONSE FORM



67.74% 63

10.75% 10

21.51% 20

Q34 Do you agree with Policy H4?
Answered: 93 Skipped: 38

TOTAL 93

# COMMENTS: DATE

1 Starter homes in Otley have always been snapped up and remain occupied, EG Shirley Close 11/13/2017 3:22 PM

2 Need to define affordable 11/13/2017 12:55 PM

3 Partly agree - How do you enforce (long term) affordable housing? - Don't accept commuted sum
payments as an option

11/8/2017 1:20 PM

4 Preference for housing mix on all developments families, living alongside singles + couples of
various age profiles Preference to majority smaller units, fewer disbursed family homes. Create a
mixed community.

11/7/2017 1:51 PM

5 Can on site provision be legally required? It would seem to be preferable 11/7/2017 11:30 AM

6 Preference for mixed housing on all developments - families living alongside singles, couples of
varies ages ie maintain a community

11/2/2017 3:36 PM

7 All new housing should have the best insulation and energy efficiency possible 11/2/2017 2:42 PM

8 Agree that town centre housing options should be highly considered 11/2/2017 1:40 PM

9 Keep affordable housing within the Otley Neighbourhood area 11/2/2017 1:00 PM

10 Could we develop an aspirational target as a benchmark alongside this? Could we access LCC's
list of derelict/unoccupied buildings and have OTC promote dialogue with owners on these
becoming houses?

10/23/2017 1:21 PM

11 Affordable housing vital to people of Otley. There should not be commuted sum payments but any
such must be spent on affordable housing within Otley.

10/23/2017 12:26 PM
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12 I would like to see something stronger in the policy to ensure that the Council enforces its policy of
35% affordable homes on any development of more than 10 homes as this has not always been
the case recently. Also there should be something to say that local people should have priority for
these homes.

10/20/2017 9:32 PM

13 If affordable not provided payments could be used for better community facilities. 10/20/2017 11:37 AM

14 The core strategy for affordable housing as a strict 35% of new developments should be enforced,
any failure to do this should be highlighted as contrary to the intentions of the neighbourhood plan.

10/19/2017 11:04 PM

15 For this to be acceptable, affordable housing needs to be explicit for what this actually means to
the community.

10/19/2017 11:03 PM

16 As already stated in H2, I think this is crucial- there is far too much new build aimed at the wealthy
and people moving in from outside the area, and not nearly enough account taken of those with
fewer resources who already belong here. Leeds is not nearly tough enough in the demands it
makes on developers.

10/19/2017 3:59 PM

17 "Affordable" needs more detail. "Should" should be "will". This is all good in spirit, but without
clear, detailed guidelines, it remains a wishlist rather than a proper policy to which developers
must adhere.

10/19/2017 2:10 PM

18 All but the inclusion of commuted payments. Simply insist on reasonable/high provision of
affordable housing

10/19/2017 12:13 PM

19 N/A 10/19/2017 10:55 AM

20 Support community-led housing initiatives such as Community Land Trust groups, which aim to
build high-quality, truly affordable, environmentally sustainable housing, which will be held in
community ownership and therefore will remain affordable in perpetuity.

10/19/2017 9:42 AM

21 Policy H4 was missing from questionnaire 10/19/2017 8:28 AM

22 Affordable housing needs definition. Commuted sum payments risk open ended situation which
could drag on.

10/18/2017 12:07 PM

23 I agree with this only partially. Affordable housing needs definition. How you enforce affordable
housing needs to be clarified by LCC. I don’t accept commuted sum payments as an option, as
there are limited sites in Otley anyway. If there are commuted payments, they’ll end up being put
off without an end date.

10/18/2017 11:56 AM

24 Affordable housing should be part of any new development. There should be no 'get out' clause for
developers, being able to give money for this type of development elsewhere in the
Neighbourhood area.

10/16/2017 1:12 PM

25 A noble aim, but I have no confidence in it happening. "Affordable" should actually mean
"affordable".

10/15/2017 7:39 PM

26 But it is essential that house builders are not allowed to get away with maximising their profits at
the expense of local people in need of affordable housing. Add: we will work with Otley
Community Land Trust to ensure that land is made available for sustainable and affordable
housing development.

10/13/2017 8:50 AM

27 NO MORE DEVELOPMENT TO OTLEY 10/13/2017 8:48 AM

28 The need for off-site affordable housing should only be allowed in exceptional (preferably defined)
circumstances, .

10/7/2017 11:18 AM

29 Payments in lieu of provision of affordable housing on site should not be permitted, otherwise
there is no guarantee that affordable housing will ever be provided.

10/5/2017 1:39 PM

30 These policies should take precedence over the East of Otley Developments 10/5/2017 10:54 AM

31 H4 Essential 9/11/2017 12:32 PM

95 / 159

OTLEY NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN 2019-28 PRE-SUBMISSION PLAN CONSULTATION RESPONSE FORM



78.72% 74

3.19% 3

18.09% 17

Q35 Do you agree with Policy E1?
Answered: 94 Skipped: 37

TOTAL 94

# COMMENTS: DATE

1 although one has already gone 11/13/2017 3:24 PM

2 Does safeguarding them mean leaving derelict sites for long periods of time? 11/7/2017 11:52 AM

3 Agree - and there may be further behind Black Horse Hotel and Whitakers and of course Pool
Road/Blue Barn etc.

11/2/2017 1:51 PM

4 Add Canvasman on Crow Lane. Also develop a project (see p101) for OTC to initiate aid of
available employment land to create a register for the benefit of local business.

10/23/2017 1:25 PM
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5 Our Client’s objection (as site owners) relates to the Armitage Monobond (Ilkley Road) site, which
is intended to be allocated in the Neighbourhood Plan for general industrial and storage &
distribution uses under Policy E1. The Town Council should be aware that Ideal Standard has
previously submitted representations – which recommends mixed-use (with residential) led
development - to Leeds City Council’s Site Allocation Plan (SAP). We also note that the SAP is
currently undergoing an Examination in Public (EiP), which our client will be represented at. In
addition, the Town Council should also be aware that Ideal Standard has previously submitted
potential development options for the site which include employment generation uses, to Leeds
City council in 2015 as a potential pre-application submission. As you are aware, the site has
been vacant since Ideal Standard ceased operations on the site; closure of the site was a
consequence of a series of matters, and was partly due to poor site infrastructure (including
inadequate transport links) and raising infrastructure/operational costs. As such, we are of the view
that this site is likely to remain vacant and unsuitable for viable general employment and storage
uses for the foreseeable future; given the bespoke layout of the buildings and site, which precludes
many modern operators from considering the site. Comprehensive redevelopment of the site for a
mix of uses will be required, in order to potentially secure employment generating uses on the site.
Notwithstanding the above, it is considered that the evidence base for the Neighbourhood Plan is
insufficient in some respects, and does not provide adequate justification for retaining the Ideal
Standard site for general employment uses. With reference to the AECOM (Review of Otley
Employment Opportunities and Employment Land [2015]) evidence base report, we note that
Policy E1 fails to recognise that market demand for manufacturing uses in the Otley area fell by
circa. 28% (Table 3.6) between 2009 and 2013. Ultimately, the redevelopment of the site will be
dependent on market forces, and historically and at present there appears to be no significant
demand for large general industrial sites in the Otley area. This is also evident by the proposed
retention of the East of Otley, Off Pool Road (5Ha employment allocation) site. It is therefore likely
that the ‘Armitage Monobond’ site will not come forward for general industrial uses over the plan
period. As such, it is considered that Neighbourhood plan should consider alternative uses for the
site. Alternative uses for the site could potential come forward as part of a mixed-use
redevelopment of the site, which could include employment generating uses. Furthermore, it is
considered that the ‘Armitage Monobond’ site provides a key opportunity to help meet the
objectively assessed housing need for the area on a brownfield site. Paragraph 3.7.6 of the SAP
outlines a requirement for 2,000 new dwellings within the Outer North-West area, consistent with
Policy SP7 of the Core Strategy. The SAP only identifies land to deliver 1,146 new dwellings [854
shortfall] (as subsequently proposed housing allocations) of these sites, only 180 dwellings have
been implemented, which represents less than 10% of the overall requirement. Furthermore, 866
(proposed housing allocations capacity) units equates to only 44% of the total requirement (2,000)
for the area. Consequently, as well as overly relying on a significant contribution from windfall
sites, the proposed housing allocations fail to take into account Core Strategy (CS) Policy H1
which seeks to deliver the majority of the new 2,000 homes on Previously Developed Land (PDL)
sites by 2019. In effect, it is considered that there is an over reliance on delivering the area’s
housing need on undeveloped greenfield/ Green Belt land; or on windfall sites. We also note that
AECOM’s report is also based on out of date employment land review data, first published in
2010. Consequently, it is considered the evidence base needs to be updated, in order to provide
policies within the Neighbourhood Plan, which are reflective of current market signals. Overall, and
given that the SAP has yet to be adopted, it is considered that the policy requirements, within the
Neighbourhood Plan, in particular for the ‘Armitage Monobond’ site are premature, as the
overriding Development Plan (Leeds City Council) policy designations for the site are yet to be
determined.

10/20/2017 3:05 PM

6 Design, in keeping with Wharfebank (Ackroyd's mill) architecture. 10/20/2017 1:40 PM

7 Lentoid is gone! 10/20/2017 1:35 PM

8 Lentoids no longer there 10/20/2017 12:21 PM

9 This is a response on behalf of the Board of Otley Courthouse so we are only responding to parts
of the NP which refer, or impact on, Otley Courthouse.

10/19/2017 11:47 AM

10 Some could be considered for sensitive housing development, if safeguarding current greenfield
sites.

10/18/2017 9:03 PM

11 All the sites identified as employment sites should be retained and zoned for employment only -
not residential

10/17/2017 2:11 PM

12 Get rid of the Farmers' Market. It is obscene and cruel. Encourage vegetarianism in Otley. 10/15/2017 7:52 PM

13 Are there a couple of sites missing? e.g Garage/Office space on Granville Mount and the Office
space on Leeds Road

10/4/2017 1:09 PM
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80.85% 76

1.06% 1

18.09% 17

Q36 Do you agree with Policy E2?
Answered: 94 Skipped: 37

TOTAL 94

# COMMENTS: DATE

1 Full impact on ecology as close to river/must also consider access and ? and opportunity for
cheaper rented units for work

11/2/2017 1:51 PM

2 An explanation of the abbreviation SEGI should be included. 10/20/2017 9:37 PM

3 Iceni note that the comments expressed below also relate to proposed Policy E3. Proposed
Policies E2 and E3 are linked to un-adopted proposed employment allocations EG2-2 and EG2-3
within Leeds City Council’s Site Allocation Plan (SAP). It should be noted that proposed site
allocation E2-3 in the SAP, falls within Ideal Standard’s ownership, and as such policies E2 and
E3 within the Neighbourhood Plan, directly impact on Ideal Standard’s potential future plans for
their former factory site. Ideal Standard has submitted representations to the SAP on sites EG2-2
and EG2-3 in 2015, and under the current Examination in Public (EiP) of the SAP. Consequently, it
should be noted that both sites are due to be discussed and reviewed by a Planning Inspector
under Matter 7 (Individual Site Allocations), at the EiP. As such, the Neighbourhood Plan is
premature, as it outlines policies which are yet to be proven sound by an Inspector.
Notwithstanding the above, and in regard to sites EG2-2 and EG2-3, both sites are greenfield
and/or Green Belt sites, and are less preferable sites (as opposed to previously developed land)
for accommodating new development. Therefore, we are of the view that the Neighbourhood Plan
and SAP fails to maximise the opportunity to recycle previously developed land. It is considered
that any future development of both these sites should be linked to the overall redevelopment of
Ideal Standard’s site. Overall, the proposed allocations strategy does not positively plan for the
objective assed housing need set out in the CS. There is no substantive assessment of suitability
or viability of allocating sites EG2-2 and EG2-3 for employment and thus the context of paragraph
22 of the NPPF, they should be combined with a wider allocation of Ideal Standard’s holdings, for
comprehensive residential led development, that would assist in meeting the unmet housing need
of the Outer North-West area on PDL.

10/20/2017 3:05 PM

4 Design sympathetic to the 'mill workers' houses locally and the historical nature of William
Ackroyd's foresight.

10/20/2017 1:40 PM
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5 Is this the site currently occupied by travellers? What happens to them if it is? There is a potential
conflict here between creating new employment sites and destroying part of the extended habitat
network for wildlife. The site should only be developed if there is a firm out there proposing to use
it to create local employment, i.e., it should not be speculative. At least one firm has moved out of
Otley Mills next door so there must be some space available there.

10/19/2017 3:59 PM

6 Be mindful of any wildlife already there and ensure any development is sympathetic to this and to
existing architectural style

10/19/2017 8:28 AM

7 Ecological assessment supports. Riverside habitat previously lost in extending the mill carpark 10/18/2017 9:03 PM

8 Question whether need to add permeability requirement to this and E3 site in relation to riverside
access

10/18/2017 1:59 PM

9 Cost of the assessment? 10/17/2017 2:11 PM

10 The abbreviation SEGI is not in the glossary and only appears within policies E2 and E3.  Suggest
deleting SEGI and adding “… its location within both the Strategic Green Infrastructure Corridor
(R17 River Wharfe) and the Leeds …”.

10/16/2017 8:11 AM

11 The abbreviation SEGI is not in the glossary and only appears within policies E2 and E3. Suggest
deleting SEGI and adding “… its location within both the Strategic Green Infrastructure Corridor
(R17 River Wharfe) and the Leeds …”.

10/7/2017 4:33 PM

12 The abbreviation SEGI is not in the glossary and only appears within policies E2 and E3. Suggest
deleting SEGI and adding “… its location within both the Strategic Green Infrastructure Corridor
(R17 River Wharfe) and the Leeds …”.

10/7/2017 11:23 AM

13 Not sure why an employment site in this location would be affected by the need for an ecological
survey. It might make more sense to identify appropriate site uses in this location.

10/4/2017 1:09 PM

14 Must be affordable starter type units for light industrial, small trades people 9/9/2017 9:53 AM
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81.91% 77

1.06% 1

17.02% 16

Q37 Do you agree with Policy E3?
Answered: 94 Skipped: 37

TOTAL 94

# COMMENTS: DATE

1 Same as above 11/2/2017 1:51 PM

2 An explanation of the abbreviation SEGI should be included. 10/20/2017 9:37 PM

3 Please refer to Question 36. 10/20/2017 3:05 PM

4 There is a potential conflict here between creating new employment sites and destroying part of
the extended habitat network for wildlife. The site should only be developed if there is a firm out
there proposing to use it to create local employment, i.e., it should not be speculative. At least one
firm has moved out of Otley Mills next door so there must be some space available there.

10/19/2017 3:59 PM

5 See comments above 10/19/2017 8:28 AM

6 Question whether need to add permeability requirement to this and E3 site in relation to riverside
access

10/18/2017 1:59 PM

7 But see comments on GE3 above. 10/18/2017 11:59 AM

8 Again, the cost of the assessment, who will pay for it? 10/17/2017 2:11 PM

9 The abbreviation SEGI is not in the glossary and only appears within policies E2 and E3.  Suggest
deleting SEGI and adding “… its location within both the Strategic Green Infrastructure Corridor
(R17 River Wharfe) and the Leeds …”.

10/16/2017 8:11 AM

10 The abbreviation SEGI is not in the glossary and only appears within policies E2 and E3. Suggest
deleting SEGI and adding “… its location within both the Strategic Green Infrastructure Corridor
(R17 River Wharfe) and the Leeds …”.

10/7/2017 4:33 PM

11 The abbreviation SEGI is not in the glossary and only appears within policies E2 and E3. Suggest
deleting SEGI and adding “… its location within both the Strategic Green Infrastructure Corridor
(R17 River Wharfe) and the Leeds …”.

10/7/2017 11:23 AM
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12 Same comments as Q36 10/4/2017 1:09 PM

13 Must be affordable starter type units for light industrial, small trades people 9/9/2017 9:53 AM
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5.32% 5

18.09% 17

Q38 Do you agree with Policy E4?
Answered: 94 Skipped: 37

TOTAL 94

# COMMENTS: DATE

1 If the commute can be reduced its a no brainer! 11/13/2017 3:24 PM

2 This is too vague. We question the word "acceptable". It should state that there will be no
detriment to the existing residential amenity.

11/13/2017 11:58 AM

3 However, the impacts of further traffic congestion and pollution should be taken into account 11/9/2017 3:54 PM

4 Too general - acceptable in what sense? Should say "providing there will be no detriment to
existing residential amenity"

11/8/2017 1:20 PM

5 The Otley issue is land incubating new business has invariably moved out of Otley as the grew 11/7/2017 1:52 PM

6 Vague proposal - i.e where? 11/2/2017 3:37 PM

7 Bearing in mind public transport 11/2/2017 2:42 PM

8 East Street. Into (Leeds) has been opportunistic in being able to provide starter business premises
at a peppercorn rent. As there is a high level of self employment then every encouragement
should be given to create this type of work/live opportunity. Well done!

11/2/2017 1:51 PM

9 Vague language again. Please specify what acceptable means and to whom. 10/19/2017 11:05 PM

10 Too vague. Need to specify no detriment to existing residential amenity. 10/18/2017 12:12 PM

11 This is too vague. What does ‘acceptable’ mean? Please include a caveat ‘providing that there will
be no detriment to the existing residential amenity’.

10/18/2017 11:59 AM

12 The town needs more employment sites which will provide start up units, grow on units and good
quality office accommodation

10/17/2017 2:11 PM

13 Developers can build employment space, however, businesses are not guaranteed to want to be
situated in Otley. I cannot see there being demand for Office space, especially outside the Centre.

10/16/2017 1:19 PM
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Q39 Do you agree with Policy E5?
Answered: 94 Skipped: 37

TOTAL 94

# COMMENTS: DATE

1 The nature of the work i.e light industrial manufacturing but not space consuming have housing
with minimum employment

11/13/2017 3:24 PM

2 There is a great need for small business and workshop facilities in a mixed area neighbourhood
e.g motor mechanics etc. Craft workshops - these should be encouraged

11/2/2017 1:03 PM

3 But see comment on H1 above 10/18/2017 1:59 PM

4 Traffic infrastructure is problematic and will only get worse if inappropriate development is
permitted

10/17/2017 2:11 PM
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81.91% 77

0.00% 0

18.09% 17

Q40 Do you agree with Policy E6?
Answered: 94 Skipped: 37

TOTAL 94

# COMMENTS: DATE

1 Think efforts would be directed at housing "without strings" 11/13/2017 3:24 PM

2 Living above the shop!? 11/7/2017 1:52 PM

3 Not answered 10/13/2017 8:50 AM

4 Only agree if it is recognised/highlighted that this policy is intended to be not about the loss of
employment space.

10/4/2017 1:09 PM

5 Very important 9/11/2017 12:32 PM
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3.19% 3

23.40% 22

Q41 Do you agree with Policy E7?
Answered: 94 Skipped: 37

TOTAL 94

# COMMENTS: DATE

1 Yes, this should give the opportunity for accommodation work and possible more. 11/2/2017 1:51 PM

2 The cemetery is a quiet and sacred place. 11/2/2017 10:58 AM

3 Excellent suggestion to regenerate listed Otley cemetry chapels. 10/20/2017 1:40 PM

4 Cemetery's are holy ground and should be treated as such 10/20/2017 10:11 AM

5 Jesus wept! Is nothing sacred? Who would want to live in a cemetery? Can't we restore these as a
place for remembrance and meditation.

10/15/2017 7:52 PM

6 Not answered 10/13/2017 8:50 AM

7 A mess at the moment 9/11/2017 12:32 PM
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71.28% 67

5.32% 5

23.40% 22

Q42 Do you agree with Policy E8?
Answered: 94 Skipped: 37

TOTAL 94

# COMMENTS: DATE

1 There is a clear shortage of hotel rooms nationally in Otley its drastic 11/13/2017 3:24 PM

2 I agree with this partially 11/13/2017 11:58 AM

3 Partly agree Add that "scale, bulk, height + mass of any hotel should pay regard to the local
vernacular architecture".

11/8/2017 1:20 PM

4 Where is this site for a hotel within the town centre. Developers didn't continue with this on
Garnetts Mill Site. Car parking within this space!?

11/7/2017 1:52 PM

5 Would any preference be shown for either independent or chain hotels? 11/7/2017 11:52 AM

6 Strongly disagree - opportunity at Garnetts mill (retaining river landscape was lost). Black Horse
Hotel keeps changing hands

11/2/2017 3:37 PM

7 Possibly Westbourne House - they are struggling - offer masons charter venue - what about -
wharfebank area. We need it. (cycle city)

11/2/2017 1:51 PM

8 Very important for TOURISM. Also B&B accommodation should be explored. Very few bed spaces
offered in Otley - much needed for walkers, Tour de Yorkshire etc. A new and ? TIC would
enhance tourism with professional staff! Other areas e.g Beverley (east yorkshire) has a huge
tourist status - it was not ever thus!

11/2/2017 1:03 PM

9 A hotel would be a great asset in terms of employment and economic stimulus. Hotel developers
should be encouraged!

11/2/2017 11:43 AM

10 Agree with in principle but it should be stipulated that there should be no hotel development on
greenfield land and that any development should be in keeping with local character.

10/20/2017 2:50 PM

11 Suggestion hotel development site in the 'east of Otley development' adjacent to new by-pass link
road within the ecological development area.

10/20/2017 1:40 PM
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12 Make the civic centre into a hotel 10/20/2017 1:35 PM

13 Is there really a need for a hotel? 10/20/2017 11:38 AM

14 Such considerations need to be sympathetic to the environment and these need to be outlined. 10/19/2017 11:05 PM

15 Although any hotel should be in-keeping in style with local architecture. 10/19/2017 2:12 PM

16 Small guest houses would be more compatible. larger hotels would be too obtrusive 10/19/2017 8:28 AM

17 Should serviced visitor accomodation be added to cover non- 'hotel' possibilities? 10/18/2017 1:59 PM

18 Any hotel must take regard of the local architecture in terms of size and appearance. 10/18/2017 12:12 PM

19 I agree with this partially. Please add in that ‘scale, bulk, height and mass of any hotel should pay
regard to the local vernacular architecture’.

10/18/2017 11:59 AM

20 I would only support a small hotel being built as part of the Riverside development. 10/16/2017 1:19 PM

21 Only if it is built to fit in with the town architecture. 10/13/2017 8:53 AM

22 Not answered 10/13/2017 8:50 AM

23 Otley really needs a small hotel to promote tourism. Otley does not make enough of it's heritage
and history.

10/5/2017 1:50 PM

24 Note: the Tourism Strategy has been published in 2016 10/4/2017 1:09 PM

25 Very important for tourism. 9/11/2017 12:32 PM
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79.79% 75

2.13% 2

18.09% 17

Q43 Do you agree with Policy CF1?
Answered: 94 Skipped: 37

TOTAL 94

# COMMENTS: DATE

1 Please see my previous comments re the old Ings tip. This must not be built on and must be
cleared up if it is to provide sports facilities for the east of Otley community

11/9/2017 3:56 PM

2 Does this include pubs. A very poorly defined set of principles.Plenty of waffle. Rewrite in plain
English please.

11/7/2017 1:52 PM

3 Vague - terminology means what? "wherever a sufficient level of continuing community need is
identified ......

11/2/2017 3:38 PM

4 Well - so many have tried to get a dedicated leisure facility. Faced with an increase in population
of 2000. it is needed! (East Otley)

11/2/2017 1:57 PM

5 * Appx 9 should be expanded to include the Police Station and Fire Station. * Project delivery plan
(p. 102) to include (re)proposal for OTC to create Entertainment Group & lead councillor to bring
together key players to develop and champion music in Otley.

10/23/2017 1:29 PM

6 Appendix 9 should be included in full within this policy. 10/20/2017 9:45 PM

7 Where recreational space is lost to development and re-located it must be easily accessible by all
and particularly by foot. Moving recreational facilities out of town will only worsen existing traffic
problems and decrease participation rates.

10/20/2017 2:54 PM

8 There must be an element of affordable accomodation in any residential development 10/20/2017 2:12 PM

9 Police station & Fire station should be included in civic facilities 10/20/2017 12:30 PM

10 Appendix 9 should be replicated in full within the policy. 10/19/2017 2:47 PM

11 Don't know ticked as this is such a huge policy area. Unsure really. Concerned about closure of
the former Civic Centre, overloaded schools and medical practices, too few provisions for care of
older people etc

10/19/2017 1:17 PM
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12 It is important that, at the very least, Otley maintains its present level of Community Facilities -
bearing in mind, of course, that needs change over time. Facilities that have been worthwhile in
the past may become less important, and new facilities might become more necessary. New
developments of Community Facilities should, whenever possible, be designed with flexibility of
usage in mind.

10/19/2017 11:47 AM

13 What about the Courthouse? It needs expanding to cater for better entertainment and wider choice
of leisure activities. Could Civic Centre be gutted and rebuilt from inside? Might be cheaper

10/19/2017 8:28 AM

14 Provided Appendix 9 detailed list is amended to include the following facilities: police station; fire
station; allotments (which are a community and recreational facility with economic and
amenity/environmental value); Maypole and dance area; Woolpack Studio. It will not be clear to
readers why Wharfemeadows Park and facilities therein plus smaller park areas are not regarded
as community facilities even when covered by other designations.

10/18/2017 2:36 PM

15 Suggest add Police Station, Fire Station and Gospel Hall on Cross Green to list in Appendix 9 10/17/2017 1:12 PM

16 But with details contained within Appendices to be transferred to within the actual Policy wording. 10/16/2017 8:47 PM

17 Appendix 9 should be replicated in full within this policy. 10/16/2017 8:14 AM

18 Not clear if this policy includes the Civic Centre or if it is considered already lost, or at what point it
would be considered lost.

10/13/2017 9:44 PM

19 Not answered 10/13/2017 8:51 AM

20 Appendix 9 should be replicated in full within this policy. 10/7/2017 4:34 PM

21 Appendix 9 should be replicated in full within this policy. 10/7/2017 11:30 AM

22 In fact a new swimming pool. 9/11/2017 12:32 PM
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75.53% 71

4.26% 4

20.21% 19

Q44 Do you agree with Policy CF2?
Answered: 94 Skipped: 37

TOTAL 94

# COMMENTS: DATE

1 Yes but no white elephants even with an increased population any development must be to
sensible scale.

11/13/2017 3:27 PM

2 Partly Don't put sports pitches on greenbelt. Esp' as compensation for building 11/13/2017 12:57 PM

3 I agree with this partially. Sports pitches shouldn't be seen as compensation for loss of informal
green spaces.

11/13/2017 11:58 AM

4 Partly agree Provision of sports pitches on green belt land should not be allowed as compensation
for informal open space within settlements. Only a small % of the population use sports pitches,
but everyone can enjoy public open space.

11/8/2017 1:20 PM

5 Where? Very bright with all weather facilities like on the outskirts of Ilkley!! 11/7/2017 1:52 PM

6 Develop existing facilities such as Courthouse 11/2/2017 2:43 PM

7 Absolutely and well overdue. Make the developers pay for it 11/2/2017 1:57 PM

8 Otley sports club should be allowed to move and develop alternative sites 11/2/2017 10:59 AM

9 New all weather sports facilites are absolutely essential for Otley. 10/20/2017 2:45 PM

10 Otley Lido? 10/20/2017 1:37 PM

11 I favour extension of courthouse as a large venue, rather than the civic centre 10/20/2017 11:20 AM

12 I favor the development of the courthouse as a 400+ venue over the civic centre. The Latter has
no proper parking availability as well as being too remote from the town centre

10/20/2017 10:48 AM

13 This appears to be some form of compensation for the removal of something which is important to
our community. Why replace something that works and appeals to many to appeal to a few.

10/19/2017 11:07 PM
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14 Yes- please improve Prince Henry's pool and re-open the Otley Lido- I used to swim there
regularly in the past! Currently it is an eyesore spoiling a lovely park and contributing nothing to the
community.

10/19/2017 4:04 PM

15 We still need open, green spaces which are just that. Green belt land should remain green belt
land for all to enjoy - not just those wanting to take part in sport.

10/19/2017 2:15 PM

16 this needs to be done and not just talked about. 10/19/2017 1:11 PM

17 Chippendale Pool is not suitable because of limited opening term time only. As much help as
possible should be given to Otley Lido to be rebuilt and reopened. Generally, sports facilities in
Otley are poor

10/19/2017 8:28 AM

18 Development of leisure facilities should not impact on identified habitats/ ecological networks 10/18/2017 9:06 PM

19 Sports pitches should not be used as substitutes for open green spaces. 10/18/2017 12:13 PM

20 I agree with this partially. The provision of sports pitches on green belt land should not be allowed
as compensation for informal open space within settlements. Only a small percentage of the
population use sports pitches, but everyone can enjoy public open space.

10/18/2017 12:00 PM

21 Build a climbing wall to train people to climb in the local area. This would provide employment
opportunities and teach kids responsibility.

10/15/2017 7:58 PM

22 Otley already has good sports fields both for soccer and rugby and Chippendale pool is well-used. 10/5/2017 1:59 PM

23 Support the Lido! 10/2/2017 9:44 AM

24 We lack these (cheaper). 9/11/2017 12:32 PM
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82.98% 78

2.13% 2

14.89% 14

Q45 Do you agree with Policy CF3?
Answered: 94 Skipped: 37

TOTAL 94

# COMMENTS: DATE

1 The courthouse probably an excellent facility if somewhat specialised we have not found a
substitute for the mechanics (anybody remember the mechanics?)

11/13/2017 3:27 PM

2 Put cinema where Argos is! 11/13/2017 12:57 PM

3 Turn Argos into a cinema! 11/8/2017 1:20 PM

4 Otley Courthouse development should be fully supported. Civic Hall - keep the facade - rebuild -
rebuild behind so far - put some parking at rear. Development inkeeping with existing streetscape.
(museum space).

11/7/2017 1:52 PM

5 Would like to see resolution of the civic centre situation asap 11/7/2017 11:56 AM

6 Need action on Civic Centre/Mechanics Institute - retain facade and possibly front original building
- this building has been unused for years

11/2/2017 3:38 PM

7 See above 11/2/2017 2:43 PM

8 Place for drama. - Cinema - Dementia -Dedicated. Lets not lose it. Centre of excellence, antiques
and vintage. Indoor market

11/2/2017 1:57 PM

9 Preferably North of the river 10/20/2017 1:37 PM

10 I would like to see the Otley Courthouse expand to become our main community and
entertainment hub. I don't see the point of trying to develop a new one down the road at the old
Civic Centre which is less accessible, has no convenient parking and could only compete with
what we already have in the Courthouse.

10/19/2017 4:04 PM
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11 We would like to correct the statement in the NP that Otley residents have to travel to other towns
for a cinema. Otley Courthouse currently screens around 50 films a year plus around 10 Live
Streming events. Of course with an expanded venue we could increase this provision further. We
should also like to repeat our frequently made point that Otley is not large enough to support 2
large multi-purpose venues. If a decision is made to redevelop the Civic Centre with a large multi-
purpose venue then Otley Courthouse will immediately drop its expansion plans - we have made
this cklear on several occasions. With this in mind it is not possible to say (as the NP does on p71)
that OTC supports Otley Courthouse's expansion plans 'provided this does not compromise the
prospects for the Civic Centre to reopen for community use', and (at the same time) say that OTC
supports the Civic Centre's development for public benefit 'provided it does not compromise the
Courthouse's expansion plans'. This is muddying the waters. It would be clearer to say "OTC
wants Otley to have a large multi-purpose venue - if this does not happen at the Civic Centre (its
preferred choice), it will support expansion plans at Otley Courthouse."

10/19/2017 11:47 AM

12 Emphatically! At present the amount of leisure venues like theatres, cinema is pitifully inadequate
for a town of Otley's size. I fully endorse everything suggested in this section

10/19/2017 8:28 AM

13 Not necessarily new, but expansion of existing entertainment facilities 10/13/2017 8:55 AM

14 I would favour extension of the very successful Courthouse facility. A new venue is not really
needed,

10/5/2017 1:59 PM

15 The Courthouse is a wonderful facility and that should be developed as there is much derelict land
ripe for development it should take priority over renovating the Mechanics Institute because many
of its events and functions take place elsewhere in the town

10/5/2017 11:00 AM

16 We should retain our Town Hall /Civic Centre for this reason. 10/2/2017 9:44 AM

17 Very important for local residents + tourists 9/11/2017 12:32 PM
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2.13% 2

17.02% 16

Q46 Do you agree with Policy CF4?
Answered: 94 Skipped: 37

TOTAL 94

# COMMENTS: DATE

1 Could a medical centre be set up in part of the underutilised hospital? 11/13/2017 3:27 PM

2 No new development must be allowed without it providing adequate new medical facilities -
particularly the east of Otley site

11/9/2017 3:56 PM

3 I thought the hospital was a health facility that is underused. Could these facilities e.g. Doctors
surgery, dentists have space in this building?

11/7/2017 1:52 PM

4 Hospital facility underused 11/2/2017 3:38 PM

5 Any move to close and redevelop Wharfedale hospital must be monitored. Close work with LCC. 11/2/2017 1:57 PM

6 Allow careful planning for better medical facilities in one Charles St/old gas works area. 11/2/2017 1:05 PM

7 There appear to be no new health facilities planned to meet the needs of the east of Otley
development.

10/23/2017 12:27 PM

8 Suggest use of Wharfedale hospital to 'house' new sites for existing doctors and dentists. 10/20/2017 1:42 PM

9 GP surgeries are currently getting so overloaded that it seems we could do with another practice I
the town somewhere.

10/19/2017 4:04 PM
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85.11% 80

0.00% 0

14.89% 14

Q47 Do you agree with Policy CF5?
Answered: 94 Skipped: 37

TOTAL 94

# COMMENTS: DATE

1 as todays young people want one unless it has specific interests. the old style youth centre has
almost disbanded

11/13/2017 3:27 PM

2 Yes to Youth Centre including outdoor facilities 11/7/2017 1:52 PM

3 A definite need for more youth provision 11/7/2017 11:56 AM

4 This includes better bus service links, club, leisure centre. Jobs. Youth centres - more club
facilities

11/2/2017 1:57 PM

5 Perhaps this should be expanded from 'youth centre' (too prescriptive?) to 'new facilities for
younger people'

10/23/2017 1:29 PM

6 Entertainment centre for young people? 10/20/2017 1:37 PM

7 An expanded Otley Courthouse would be happy to work with all interested parties to increase and
improve facilities for young people.

10/19/2017 11:47 AM

8 Add to policy 'and any other youth based amenities' - why limit this just to a centre? 10/13/2017 1:19 PM
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82.98% 78

2.13% 2

14.89% 14

Q48 Do you agree with Policy CF6?
Answered: 94 Skipped: 37

TOTAL 94

# COMMENTS: DATE

1 With the proposed building and housing Prince Henrys will need more building and a first school
as new housing will bring an increase in children.

11/13/2017 3:27 PM

2 No new development must be allowed without it providing adequate schooling provision in
particularly the east of Otley site

11/9/2017 3:56 PM

3 Schools need to be retained not closed. Extra schools needed. 11/7/2017 1:52 PM

4 Seems essential with increased new housing 11/7/2017 11:56 AM

5 No brainer. 2,000 + more + children. We will need more primary and PHGS will need support to
expand. Plus nursery provision

11/2/2017 1:57 PM

6 School to be incorporated in east Otley Persimmon development 10/20/2017 1:42 PM

7 Secondary more than primary Keep the police station included in the plans 10/20/2017 1:37 PM

8 More schooling is a priority. 10/20/2017 11:39 AM

9 This will be really important as the new housing developments happen. 10/19/2017 4:04 PM

10 Supported? Should be insisted upon 10/19/2017 1:17 PM

11 An expanded Otley Courthouse would be happy to work with all interested parties to increase and
improve educational provision.

10/19/2017 11:47 AM

12 Prince Henry's will be a mess if it's expanded any more. It is already a huddle of cheap, shabby
buildings, except the new science block which is well designed. I'm not sure what expansion to
existing schools will be like

10/19/2017 8:28 AM
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13 I do not think this Policy goes far enough. It clearly states that with increased development there
will not be enough secondary school places in Otley or in fact in the north west of the city.
Therefore, surely, if the Development of the East of Otley goes ahead (Persimmon want to build
over 800 homes on this land), a new secondary school would be needed and should be built
before any development takes place. Having to take children out of the area for school would not
be in keeping with the 'vision' and would have a negative impact of pollution and transport links.

10/16/2017 1:24 PM

14 I presume question 48 should read CF6 10/16/2017 8:14 AM

15 Yes, our schools are great, but they're full to bursting. 10/2/2017 9:44 AM
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84.04% 79

2.13% 2

13.83% 13

Q49 Do you agree with Policy TT1?
Answered: 94 Skipped: 37

TOTAL 94

# COMMENTS: DATE

1 Consider where the map 10 desired path along north bank of river Wharfe goes beyond Otley
sailing club. One route to Burley-Asquith stepping stone? Another north along county line to
Throstle Nest?

11/14/2017 3:21 PM

2 Yes 11/13/2017 3:31 PM

3 Where development of the walking + cycling network results in pedestrians + cyclists sharing an
existing new route, the design must ensure safety of both.

11/8/2017 3:55 PM

4 But... Add that increased bridleway provision should be included in any new development. The
British horse society + local equestrian centres should be consulted.

11/8/2017 1:20 PM

5 Priority 11/2/2017 2:44 PM

6 Support cycle and paths. Release more (where I live). Farmers need to be consulted. Please
expand. Patronage not the problem - bus service!

11/2/2017 2:03 PM

7 Otley is currently very poor for cycling. 11/2/2017 11:00 AM

8 It is vital for health and the environment to do everything possible to enable cyclists to take their
bikes instead of their cars.

10/21/2017 3:48 PM

9 Add something to say that where development of a walking and cycling network means
pedestrians and cyclists will share a route,then the design must ensure the safety of both.

10/20/2017 10:06 PM

10 Both bridges must be upgraded 10/20/2017 1:46 PM

11 Separate cycleways would be greatly increase road safety 10/20/2017 10:14 AM

12 If the policy includes provision for safety measures where pedestrians and cyclists share a route. 10/19/2017 2:49 PM

13 Providing sympathetic to the environment eg no unnecessary use of tarmac in rural, riverside sites
for instance

10/19/2017 1:23 PM
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14 devolopment on the greenway shouldn't just be resisted, it should not be allowed. 10/19/2017 1:15 PM

15 This is a response on behalf of the Board of Otley Courthouse so we are only responding to parts
of the NP which refer, or impact on, Otley Courthouse.

10/19/2017 11:52 AM

16 The town centre road network and lack of space for separate cycle provision will be a limitation 10/18/2017 9:18 PM

17 Final criterion should also apply to future alternative river crossing options -see Q6 comment
above

10/18/2017 2:40 PM

18 Acceptable developments is unclear. Whilst supporting cycleways in principal, they must not
impinge on current residential privacy ( as they are won't to be noisy and increasingly busy) and
should not further erode green spaces

10/18/2017 12:19 PM

19 However, increased bridleway provision should be included in any new development. The British
Horse Society and local equestrian centres should be consulted.

10/18/2017 12:02 PM

20 Where development of the walking and cycling network results in pedestrians and cyclist sharing
an existing or a new route, the design must ensure the safety of both - either by proper segregation
or by other effective measures.    

10/16/2017 8:20 AM

21 Make the town centre a pedestrian and bicycle only zone. 10/15/2017 8:09 PM

22 Supported or promoted? Cycling around Otley is currently very hazardous - the 'safer cycling
routes' are good, but what we need is a dedicated cycle system away from roads to allow people
to get around safely.

10/13/2017 6:19 PM

23 Development will destroy wharfedale greenway. 10/13/2017 8:53 AM

24 Walking and cycling routes should be wide enough for safe use by pedestrians and cyclists. 10/9/2017 10:45 AM

25 Support for this policy is dependent upon adding something like “Where development of the
walking and cycling network results in pedestrians and cyclist sharing an existing or a new route,
the design must ensure the safety of both (either by proper segregation or by other effective
measures.)”

10/7/2017 4:35 PM

26 Support for this policy is dependent upon adding something like “Where development of the
walking and cycling network results in pedestrians and cyclist sharing an existing or a new route,
the design must ensure the safety of both (either by proper segregation or by other effective
measures.)

10/7/2017 11:44 AM

27 Yes, consider dedicated cycle lane on West Chevin Road and also traffic calming measures, it's
quite dangerous up here already.

10/2/2017 9:46 AM

119 / 159

OTLEY NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN 2019-28 PRE-SUBMISSION PLAN CONSULTATION RESPONSE FORM



71.28% 67

9.57% 9

19.15% 18

Q50 Do you agree with Policy TT2?
Answered: 94 Skipped: 37

TOTAL 94

# COMMENTS: DATE

1 improvements to traffic flow on bridge but town centre traffic lights still the biggest bottleneck 11/13/2017 3:31 PM

2 Otley bridge is a scheduled ancient monument. This should be mentioned in this policy. 11/13/2017 11:58 AM

3 Very careful consideration of any works to tis bridge is needed. It's "significance" must not be
harmed.

11/8/2017 1:20 PM

4 Talk to English heritage - you failed to agree last time! how wide is this bridge going to be. The
bridge acts as natural traffic calming.

11/7/2017 1:52 PM

5 Talk to English Heritage/Bat Conservation Group. Also ruin tourist visual value of Otley 11/2/2017 3:40 PM

6 I can only say that this is contentious - 20,000 plus people, young people and an ineffectual work
and leisure (morning and night service)

11/2/2017 2:03 PM

7 This is a listed important bridge - 2 lanes only produce more traffic. It will make Otley centre more
congested and will not solve the problem. VISION is needed for a SECOND BRIDGE!

11/2/2017 1:08 PM

8 But transport over old bridge should be restricted - no large trucks as they damage bridge and
environment. New bridge is better

11/2/2017 11:46 AM

9 New walkways will be required. 11/2/2017 11:00 AM

10 Do we need a policy to work for a second over bridge crossing e.g. from Ilkley Road to Weston
Lane?

10/23/2017 1:37 PM

11 As long as provisions are made for wildlife in the bridge expansion, namely for bats known to roost
under the bridge.

10/21/2017 3:48 PM
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12 I am not sure how widening of the bridge and including walking and cycling lanes can be done
within the existing structure of the bridge, without damaging this ancient monument which should
be maintained as much as possible as it is. A ban on heavy lorries from crossing it is one measure
that should be taken but I am not sure that this would come under the Neighbourhood Plan.

10/20/2017 10:06 PM

13 Both bridges must be upgraded 10/20/2017 1:46 PM

14 Another river crossing would be better 10/20/2017 12:31 PM

15 Definitely. much needed. 10/20/2017 12:22 PM

16 Alternate vehicular crossing during work would be required 10/20/2017 10:14 AM

17 The historic bridge should be regarded as town heritage. Any increased traffic should be
accommodated elsewhere and inappropriate heavy traffic diverted or discouraged.
Encouragement of alternative modes of transport to private car use should be encouraged
including improved public transport provision.

10/19/2017 11:25 PM

18 As long as protection of the bridge is made. 10/19/2017 11:11 PM

19 Reservations in that the preamble is unclear whether a popular view from the existing footbridge
downstream to the Park, boating etc would be retained. A diagram with an explanation of traffic
management would have helped.

10/18/2017 2:40 PM

20 Otley bridge is a scheduled ancient monument. This needs to be considered. 10/18/2017 12:19 PM

21 BUT please note that Otley Bridge is a Scheduled Ancient Monument. This MUST be referred to in
this Policy, and any works carried out in line with national policy for Ancient Monuments.

10/18/2017 12:02 PM

22 More information required in order to make a balanced opinion. Disruption issue. Traffic
congestion.

10/17/2017 2:19 PM

23 The pedestrian walkway separates pedestrians entirely from the traffic and gives good views of the
river and Riverside Park - hence the walk across the bridge is pleasant. In addition the views of the
bridge from the river are good form both sides. The walkway is an ideal solution. Perhaps a better
walkway is required, but widening of the bridge may result in an uglier bridge that is not in keeping
and bring pedestrians closer to the traffic.

10/16/2017 8:49 AM

24 Take into account the bats living under the bridge. 10/15/2017 8:09 PM

25 I'd like to see a new cycle bridge across the Wharfe. Alternatively making the bridge single
carriageway for motorists with lights at either end, and then a two way cycle route in the other
lane. This would make life safer for pedestrians too as there could be a crossing at either end.
Seeing children crossing the road to get into Manor Garth is frightening.

10/13/2017 6:19 PM

26 This should have high priority. 10/5/2017 11:07 AM
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76.60% 72

3.19% 3

20.21% 19

Q51 Do you agree with Policy TT3?
Answered: 94 Skipped: 37

TOTAL 94

# COMMENTS: DATE

1 Pedestrian / cycle facilities on both bridges needs improvements. 11/13/2017 3:31 PM

2 Leave the White Bridge alone 11/7/2017 1:52 PM

3 Essential with such heavy usage 11/7/2017 11:58 AM

4 Needs new extended bus station and not in town centre 11/2/2017 2:03 PM

5 Both bridges must be upgraded 10/20/2017 1:46 PM

6 Public transport links are very poor at the moment. 10/20/2017 12:51 PM

7 Definitely 10/20/2017 12:22 PM

8 Certainly improve the bridge but raised access to it implies raising the level of the footpath through
the park all along the river! This seems unreasonable and unfeasible.

10/19/2017 4:22 PM

9 But see comment at Q 5 10/18/2017 2:40 PM

10 Dont develop Otley but DO IMPROVE PUBLIC TRANSPORT 10/13/2017 8:53 AM

11 It is hard to see what improvements could be made to the very old Otley bridge. Perhaps a new
bridge is needed but who will pay?

10/5/2017 2:09 PM
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85.11% 80

0.00% 0

14.89% 14

Q52 Do you agree with Policy TT4?
Answered: 94 Skipped: 37

TOTAL 94

# COMMENTS: DATE

1 Integrated bus links to Weeton/ Huby rail also guisley / Menston 11/13/2017 12:59 PM

2 and.... Please, please, please have a shuttle bus from Otley to Weeton/Huby Train station 11/8/2017 1:20 PM

3 This policy is unrealistic - developers contributions are small + time limited. Getting people to use
buses on difficult to access out of town sites isn't working

11/7/2017 1:52 PM

4 Especially improvements to the x84 11/7/2017 11:58 AM

5 Unrealistic - "car culture" and people do not travel around Otley by bus 11/2/2017 3:40 PM

6 Definitely 11/2/2017 2:44 PM

7 What can I say! lifelong public transport traveller and this needs A PLAN!. Needs planning and the
First Leeds Executive in the hot seat.

11/2/2017 2:03 PM

8 "White" Bridge is a disgrace - it could be a great tourist area! 11/2/2017 1:08 PM

9 X84 requires major improvement. A train link is badly needed. 11/2/2017 11:00 AM

10 what about reintroducing a train service? This was once seriously considered. A town of Otley's
size justifies its own railway station and reinstatement of a train service

10/19/2017 8:29 AM

11 Encourage car sharing 10/15/2017 8:09 PM

12 Add to bus shelters 'with real time display boards' 10/13/2017 1:24 PM

13 And include electronic data at bus stops for up to date information on buses. 10/13/2017 9:00 AM

14 Dont develop Otley but DO IMPROVE PUBLIC TRANSPORT 10/13/2017 8:53 AM

15 Improved public transport must aim to decrease the number of car journeys within Otley. 10/7/2017 11:44 AM

16 Real Time information screens should also be included 10/4/2017 1:10 PM
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17 Also load that x84 not using Leeds Road all time. Arnwood flats will lose out. 9/11/2017 12:32 PM
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73.40% 69

3.19% 3

23.40% 22

Q53 Do you agree with Policy TT5?
Answered: 94 Skipped: 37

TOTAL 94

# COMMENTS: DATE

1 unless improvemnts to Otley bus station especially if volumes are to increase. cant see an
alternative location that would work

11/13/2017 3:31 PM

2 Current bus station is good location 11/13/2017 12:59 PM

3 Can the bus station be moved in line with other agreed policies. Traffic surveys must be carried
out before building.

11/13/2017 11:58 AM

4 Partly agree Why move the bus station 11/8/2017 1:20 PM

5 Central Bus Station functions fine + drops people at Otley's heart 11/7/2017 1:52 PM

6 Bus station reasonable where it is - it needs to be central 11/2/2017 3:40 PM

7 Improvements for existing bus station 11/2/2017 2:44 PM

8 Bus station is big enough but needs a clean up (jetwash). 11/2/2017 11:46 AM

9 Definitely 10/20/2017 12:22 PM

10 New bus station is a priority 10/20/2017 11:40 AM

11 If this is considered within the other points made around protecting green belt areas, and likely to
provide relief, rather than impact. We should consider the possibility of re-opening rail networks to
Otley which could be much more beneficial.

10/19/2017 11:11 PM

12 The bus station is certainly no longer fit for purpose but where on earth would a new one be sited? 10/19/2017 4:22 PM

13 But policy seems to exclude the possibility of two locations rather than one location to provide for
bus service expansion. Suggest policy is modified to allow for flexibility and opportunity.

10/18/2017 2:40 PM

14 Will,suitable traffic surveys be conducted? 10/18/2017 12:19 PM
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15 YES, assuming that moving the Bus Station is in line with other agreed Policies, and is an
‘otherwise acceptable development’, and provided that suitable traffic surveys are carried out
before design and build.

10/18/2017 12:02 PM

16 the bus station is very busy and sometimes hazardous but it is very central and a relocated station
would perhaps not be so well -used.

10/5/2017 2:09 PM
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78.72% 74

6.38% 6

14.89% 14

Q54 Do you agree with Policy TT6?
Answered: 94 Skipped: 37

TOTAL 94

# COMMENTS: DATE

1 If Otley to Menston most of the permanent way is still extant. Cycle walkway should be included. 11/13/2017 3:31 PM

2 Much easier to create shuttle bus system to existing rail 11/13/2017 12:59 PM

3 Excellent aspiration, but probably unnecessary if a shuttle bus ran between Otley + Weeton / Huby
train station.

11/8/2017 1:20 PM

4 Important to keep that option open 11/7/2017 11:58 AM

5 Reinstating the railway station is a non starter. Better improve bus links to Menston 11/2/2017 2:44 PM

6 Well - we know this won't happen. Free and regular bus service to Menston needed - still not good
enough.

11/2/2017 2:03 PM

7 A train link is badly needed. 11/2/2017 11:00 AM

8 The call to re-open the railway just isn't practical, it would be a branch line off a branch line. It
would be better to push for more frequent trains on the line to Menston and a better, quicker,
cheaper shuttle bus connecting Otley and the station.

10/20/2017 3:00 PM

9 Cynically unlikely ever to re-instate rail link - it was the downfall of Otley!! 10/20/2017 1:46 PM

10 I would like to see the rail link reinstated in Otley. This could solve a lot of the travel and parking
problems

10/20/2017 1:03 PM

11 This is very important. A lot of the problems with traffic and parking in Otley would be solved if the
rail link was reinstated.

10/20/2017 12:51 PM

12 Interested to know outcome of discussions. 10/20/2017 12:22 PM

13 Must protect rail route including station top site 10/20/2017 11:40 AM

14 i am not in favor of the return of a railway line/station to Otley 10/20/2017 11:21 AM
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15 Totally oppose this and the return of railway to Otley - Otley's character would be destroyed as
commuter location.

10/20/2017 10:58 AM

16 Trains are badly needed 10/20/2017 10:14 AM

17 The line of the old railway as far as the existing Ilkley line must be protected in order to leave open
the reinstatement of a train service to Otley which will be ever more essential to facilitate
commuter traffic into Leeds as the A660 becomes increasingly congested.

10/19/2017 4:22 PM

18 Yes, but how does this fit with keeping the former rail trackway as a green route? 10/19/2017 1:23 PM

19 The links to Menston Rail Station are fine with linked bus and train timetables. Its an easy drive /
cycle and thee are other routes to Leeds (trains). The absence of a train station in Otley is
possibly the only reason anybody can afford to live here. With the re-reinstatement of the rail link,
Otley is more likely to become a middle class commuter town (in the mold of Menston and Burley).
This is likely to dramatically increase house prices (leading to more development pressure on
green spaces and surrounding land) and significantly alter the character of the town from a socio-
economically mixed town - with the shops, business's, pubs and facilities to match - into an
expensive and less vibrant place to live.

10/16/2017 8:49 AM

20 I thought the plan was to turn the train track into a cycle way. 10/15/2017 8:09 PM

21 Important 9/11/2017 12:32 PM

128 / 159

OTLEY NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN 2019-28 PRE-SUBMISSION PLAN CONSULTATION RESPONSE FORM



78.72% 74

7.45% 7

13.83% 13

Q55 Do you agree with Policy TT7?
Answered: 94 Skipped: 37

TOTAL 94

# COMMENTS: DATE

1 Park outside centre and walk in. Parking along railway line for example. Temporarily until tram is
developed. Then provide park-and-ride areas - at east and west boundaries of Otley

11/14/2017 3:21 PM

2 Existing car park sites sites are busy but with the supermarkets its usually possible to park 11/13/2017 3:31 PM

3 something should be done, however, about the number of cars parked with wheels on the
pavement both in the town centre and particularly on the Cambridge estate

11/9/2017 3:57 PM

4 Cant lose anymore parking space. 11/7/2017 1:52 PM

5 Resist change 11/2/2017 3:40 PM

6 Park in town. Park & Ride. free parking. Deal with businesses that have spaces 11/2/2017 2:03 PM

7 Ban HGV's - v. prevalent in Farnley Lane - and motor bikes! and speeding in Farnley Lane 11/2/2017 1:08 PM

8 I am not convinced we are making the best use of car parks we have and believe that re-
configuring/re-marking of Charles Street/Lix/Burras Lane could yield additional spaces. Some on
street parking (e'g' corner of Charles Street) also causes back-up of traffic on Bondgate.

10/23/2017 1:37 PM

9 I think less cars in Otley and an encouragement towns arriving via public transport, bicycles or on
foot should be supported.

10/21/2017 3:48 PM

10 I think that anything that is likely to encourage more cars to come into the town should be resisted
if we are seriously wanting a sustainable community. We need to prevent further air pollution in
the town and do our bit to reduce the threat of climate change.

10/20/2017 10:06 PM

11 Parking should only be protected where it is clear that it is needed. Many of Otley's car parks are
never full.

10/20/2017 3:00 PM
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12 Waitrose site and parking was in cooperation of community needs. It was 3 hours now only 1hour
30 minutes which means users only have time to supermarket shop and not visit town. Has LCC
any control on the instigation of this alteration?

10/20/2017 1:46 PM

13 Otley needs more parking areas 10/20/2017 1:03 PM

14 We need more parking areas in Otley 10/20/2017 12:51 PM

15 Definitely 10/20/2017 12:22 PM

16 Better lighting needed for car parking generally 10/20/2017 10:58 AM

17 There should be no attempt to replace any lost car parking spaces. No further land should be
allocated for car parking. Reduction in car use is an essential element in any climate strategy.

10/19/2017 11:25 PM

18 More dedicated car parking is certainly needed particularly for tourists and park and ride
commuters! The streets where we live are currently designated by Leeds as parking areas the
usage of which is becoming increasingly annoying.

10/19/2017 4:22 PM

19 Otley Courthouse at present benefits enormously from its location adjacent to the Lix Car Park. An
expanded Otley Courthouse would see this car park use increase further.

10/19/2017 11:52 AM

20 YES. However, I would suggest including that all existing and future town centre parking is
reviewed for its ability to support footfall to areas where shops find it difficult to trade (e.g., Manor
Square, Clapgate, Bay Horse Court).

10/18/2017 12:02 PM

21 Encourage park and ride and public transport. 10/15/2017 8:09 PM

22 Consideration will be given to a 'Park and Ride' system to reduce congestion within the town 10/13/2017 9:00 AM

23 Parking facilities should be developed with a view to increasing the use of public transport and
other alternative forms of transport (e.g. cycling); decreasing reliance on the use of motor vehicles.

10/7/2017 11:44 AM
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4.26% 4
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Q56 Do you agree with Policy TT8?
Answered: 94 Skipped: 37

TOTAL 94

# COMMENTS: DATE

1 I dont see that access to gas works site would make for a satisfactory C.P. station top is now little
utilised

11/13/2017 3:31 PM

2 Good idea 11/7/2017 1:52 PM

3 Essential 11/7/2017 11:58 AM

4 Possibly - tip of the iceberg 11/2/2017 2:03 PM

5 Rat running along Charles Street is dangerous. The site should be used to entrance the Doctors
Surgeries and associated parking

11/2/2017 1:08 PM

6 Could this be expanded to other sites? How about working with other landowners (e.g. BT) to get
pop-up parking in peak periods

10/23/2017 1:37 PM

7 I think that anything that is likely to encourage more cars to come into the town should be resisted
if we are seriously wanting a sustainable community. We need to prevent further air pollution in
the town and do our bit to reduce the threat of climate change.

10/20/2017 10:06 PM

8 Expanding car parking in the town centre only brings more cars into the town centre. Better to
improve public transport to town and encourage walking and cycling which would improve air
quality, noise levels, congestion and public health.

10/20/2017 3:00 PM

9 Definitely! 10/20/2017 1:46 PM

10 Improvements needed to the lighting in public car parks 10/20/2017 11:21 AM

11 No area should be allocated for additional car parking. 10/19/2017 11:25 PM

12 There has to be sustainable transport in Otley which is already suffering from too much traffic . It
we are to make any improvements to the community then traffic has to be a viewed before any
other actions are taken.

10/9/2017 4:18 PM
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13 Does not read well. 10/7/2017 4:35 PM

14 Introduce residents only parking. Make on street parking in the town centre for Blue Badge holders
only - and monitor use.

10/5/2017 2:09 PM

15 This section fails to address the problem of HGVs in Otley. If they can go through Otley rather
than climb up the relief road, they will and also the North South HGVs will still have to use
Otley.The obvious solution is a second bridge and a road linking BIllams Hill with the Bradford
Road Roundabout

10/5/2017 11:07 AM
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71.28% 67

2.13% 2

26.60% 25

Q57 Do you agree with Policy TNRH1?
Answered: 94 Skipped: 37

TOTAL 94

# COMMENTS: DATE

1 I spoke to Harrogate rights of way officer Nicky Bunting tel: 01609780780 regarding the
aspirational cycling or walking way along river wharfe via otley sailing club and Guycroft. Suggest
extending this into North Yorkshire.

11/14/2017 3:30 PM

2 No information 11/7/2017 12:01 PM

3 I live in this area and as you know Rumplecroft going ahead. We need to be included. 11/2/2017 2:09 PM

4 Not in Otley matters so can't comment on this section 11/2/2017 11:47 AM

5 This is a response on behalf of the Board of Otley Courthouse so we are only responding to parts
of the NP which refer, or impact on, Otley Courthouse.

10/19/2017 11:56 AM

6 I do not agree with any development here 10/16/2017 1:31 PM

7 Not answered 10/13/2017 8:56 AM

8 Although I would comment that there is almost no green in the Throstle Nest estate 10/4/2017 1:16 PM
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67.02% 63

4.26% 4

28.72% 27

Q58 Do you agree with Policy TNRH2?
Answered: 94 Skipped: 37

TOTAL 94

# COMMENTS: DATE

1 Regarding the development between St Davids Road and Throstle Nest above Meagill Rise,
please reserve garden allotments and safe bicycling way to Weston Road as near as possible to
Eastwood cottages. Public track to create safe bikeway towards Askwith.

11/14/2017 3:30 PM

2 You must not include the work ideally from points 2 & 3. 11/13/2017 11:58 AM

3 Stronger wording needed. Delete "Ideally" from points 2 + 3. 11/8/2017 1:20 PM

4 Do not want excessive development of River Wharfe corridor 11/7/2017 1:53 PM

5 No information 11/7/2017 12:01 PM

6 Do not want excessive development of riverside corridor 11/2/2017 3:42 PM

7 the riverside needs to be ? well 11/2/2017 2:09 PM

8 Otley WEIR - electricity making for the town should be explored n.b Linton falls - small area used
for electricity production for the community

11/2/2017 1:13 PM

9 I think we should be very wary of over developing the riverside, without a specific flood prevention
strategy.

10/21/2017 3:52 PM

10 Improved linkages across the River Wharfe essential! 10/20/2017 1:47 PM

11 Development needs clarifying 10/20/2017 1:40 PM

12 Ensure riverside leisure/ hospitality does not impact on biodiversity wildlife corridor value. 10/18/2017 9:24 PM

13 This mirrors GE3 re crossing points but only for walkers and cyclists and policy fails to safeguard
any such 'opportunities'; ditto road crossing should this be needed.

10/18/2017 2:57 PM

14 But please delete the word ‘ideally’ from points 2 & 3 10/18/2017 12:03 PM

15 I do not agree with any further residential development here 10/16/2017 1:31 PM
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16 Strongly agree 10/13/2017 1:26 PM

17 Remove 'ideally' 10/13/2017 9:03 AM

18 Not answered 10/13/2017 8:56 AM

19 Comment that I am not certain the Riverside development can be considered to be too close to the
riverside

10/4/2017 1:16 PM
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67.02% 63

4.26% 4

28.72% 27

Q59 Do you agree with Policy TNRH3?
Answered: 94 Skipped: 37

TOTAL 94

# COMMENTS: DATE

1 Special circumstances - another lawyers delight to help developers ignore this policy. 11/7/2017 1:53 PM

2 n/a 11/7/2017 12:01 PM

3 Worried about - vague - very special circumstances 11/2/2017 3:42 PM

4 I would like more meat on the bones of this statement. Farmland borders the Wharfe and this is
also close to Bradford and Harrogate

11/2/2017 2:09 PM

5 This is in private hands 11/2/2017 1:13 PM

6 Although the exception here is suspect? What would be a very special circumstance? 10/21/2017 3:52 PM

7 I do not support any development here, regardless of the circumstances. 10/16/2017 1:31 PM

8 What "special circumstances" could possibly lead to development being acceptable? 10/15/2017 8:12 PM

9 Not answered 10/13/2017 8:56 AM
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2.13% 2

27.66% 26

Q60 Do you agree with Policy TNR4?
Answered: 94 Skipped: 37

TOTAL 94

# COMMENTS: DATE

1 n/a 11/7/2017 12:01 PM

2 Otley plantation must be naturally off limits 11/2/2017 2:09 PM

3 The small car park adjacent to Riverside Park/Wharfemeadows is in a poor state - full of pot holes
that fill with water. Appropriate resurfacing should take place

11/2/2017 1:13 PM

4 CF BE6. Where and why does permeability need enhancing here? 10/18/2017 2:57 PM

5 I do not support any residential development in this area. 10/16/2017 1:31 PM

6 Not answered 10/13/2017 8:56 AM
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64.89% 61

3.19% 3

31.91% 30

Q61 Do you agree with Policy TNRH5?
Answered: 94 Skipped: 37

TOTAL 94

# COMMENTS: DATE

1 Too late - look at Garnetts Mill! 11/7/2017 1:53 PM

2 n/a 11/7/2017 12:01 PM

3 Too late! 11/2/2017 3:42 PM

4 Yes, and no building - except facilities for leisure 11/2/2017 2:09 PM

5 The boundary walls for the recently sold Queen Anne Lodge have been vandalised, cracked, its
attractive pillars are on the ground. Belongs to LCC. ACTION should be taken before stuff is
stolen!!!

11/2/2017 1:13 PM

6 permeability ? clarify 10/20/2017 1:40 PM

7 This are should be left in its natural state, otherwise the balance between built up areas and wild
areas would be upset, and so would wildlife and ecology. We don't want everything built upon

10/19/2017 8:29 AM

8 CF BE6. Where and why does permeability need enhancing here? 10/18/2017 2:57 PM

9 Yes but include relevant views within Policy wording. 10/16/2017 8:51 PM

10 I do not support any residential development in this area. 10/16/2017 1:31 PM

11 All the relevant views within Appendix 5 should be replicated in full within the policy. 10/16/2017 8:23 AM

12 Help fund the redevelopment of the lido 10/15/2017 8:12 PM

13 Not answered 10/13/2017 8:56 AM

14 All the relevant views within Appendix 5 should be replicated in full within the policy. 10/7/2017 4:36 PM

15 All the relevant views within Appendix 5 should be replicated in full within the policy. 10/7/2017 11:45 AM
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5.32% 5

29.79% 28

Q62 Do you agree with Policy TNRH6?
Answered: 94 Skipped: 37

TOTAL 94

# COMMENTS: DATE

1 As noted elsewhere, footpath from lodge on Weston Lane LS21 2HL to Otley sailing club would
work as there is already public footpath gate there

11/14/2017 3:30 PM

2 AONB + NYCC + HBC want this area respected as part of setting of Weston Hall Estate + Southen
AONB boundary. this area is not currently scheduled for development in LUDP.

11/7/2017 1:53 PM

3 n/a 11/7/2017 12:01 PM

4 Is this hinting at further development in this area? Need to preserve landscape in north yorkshire 11/2/2017 3:42 PM

5 Yes, I live in this area and close links must be made with Harrogate/Farmers and developers 11/2/2017 2:09 PM

6 I'm opposed to any more building taking place here too, reasons as above. It would spoil the
beauty and rural aspect of the area

10/19/2017 8:29 AM

7 I do not support any development in this area. 10/16/2017 1:31 PM

8 Not answered 10/13/2017 8:56 AM

9 Note - there is a walking desire line from the top western corner of Throstle Nest towards Borts
Well - which although outside the Neighbourhood Plan area - possibly should be referenced?

10/4/2017 1:16 PM
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64.89% 61

4.26% 4

30.85% 29

Q63 Do you agree with Policy TNRH7?
Answered: 94 Skipped: 37

TOTAL 94

# COMMENTS: DATE

1 Not appropriate 11/7/2017 1:53 PM

2 n/a 11/7/2017 12:01 PM

3 Not appropriate 11/2/2017 3:42 PM

4 Any development for employment generating uses would be totally inappropriate because of lack
of space and very narrow roads

11/2/2017 2:50 PM

5 Sympathetic in design and affordability 11/2/2017 2:09 PM

6 Agree wholeheartedly. Encourage less commuters. 10/15/2017 8:12 PM

7 Not answered 10/13/2017 8:56 AM

8 Although I am not sure that this policy is necessarily relevant or desirable in these locations! 10/4/2017 1:16 PM

Yes

No

Don't Know
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ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES
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68.09% 64

2.13% 2

29.79% 28

Q64 Do you agree with Policy TNRH8?
Answered: 94 Skipped: 37

TOTAL 94

# COMMENTS: DATE

1 If the photo is anything to go by the buildings need something 11/7/2017 1:53 PM

2 n/a 11/7/2017 12:01 PM

3 Agree and moneys should enhance PHGS as it will need to be a bigger school in the future 11/2/2017 2:09 PM

4 The changing rooms are a disgrace to the area. They should be in a place where they can be
easily monitored and protected.

11/2/2017 1:13 PM

5 I would not support any development in this area, other than the upgrade of the building already
there.

10/16/2017 1:31 PM

6 Not answered 10/13/2017 8:56 AM

7 Some provision for the protection of the sports playing fields and the access road to the changing
facilities should be mentioned

10/4/2017 1:16 PM

Yes

No

Don't Know
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ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES
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69.15% 65

1.06% 1

29.79% 28

Q65 Do you agree with Policy TNRH9?
Answered: 94 Skipped: 37

TOTAL 94

# COMMENTS: DATE

1 Extend cycle way through footpaths: 1. Throstle Nest to Meagill Rise 2. Weston Ridge to Croft
House Drive providing through way from Newell to Askwith. Other suggestions on mark up of safer
cycling routes map (which is attached)

11/14/2017 3:30 PM

2 Please include reference to maintaining/improving bridleways 11/13/2017 11:58 AM

3 Could you rewrite this in plain English. 11/7/2017 1:53 PM

4 Hopefully Harrogate would be sympathetic to overall Otley Neighbourhood Plan 11/7/2017 12:01 PM

5 Otley is an historic cycling, walking and running town. More cycle paths and ways needed 11/2/2017 2:09 PM

6 Surfaces should be environmentally sympathetic - permeable, no tarmac if possible 10/19/2017 1:30 PM

7 Cycling should not be promoted at the expense of tearing up more green spaces. 10/18/2017 12:21 PM

8 But please include reference to maintaining/improving bridleways. 10/18/2017 12:03 PM

9 Not answered 10/13/2017 8:56 AM

10 This should include traffic calming measures to make road useage by cyclists safer. I can
comment from personal experience that the traffic on Birdcage Walk, West Chevin Road and
Burras Lane has got significantly faster and heavier in the 3 years since I moved to Otley. We had
a fatality on West Chevin Road earlier this year and have had numerous road closures due to
accidents at the junction between Birdcage Walk and W Chevin Road

10/2/2017 9:55 AM

11 No development at Riverside that harms the Farnley woodland 9/9/2017 9:58 AM

Yes

No

Don't Know

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES

Yes

No

Don't Know

142 / 159

OTLEY NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN 2019-28 PRE-SUBMISSION PLAN CONSULTATION RESPONSE FORM



Q66 Do you have any comments about any of the proposed Community
Actions?

Answered: 47 Skipped: 84

# RESPONSES DATE

1 Lobby HBC as described, but also please scheme safe cycling from Askwith to Pool on north of
Wharfedale, to continue along side of B6161 Leathley Lane, over A650 to Castley Lane

11/14/2017 3:30 PM

2 The proposal to install a permanent air monitoring statoin in the town centre is to be welcomed.
Information re what the date will be used for and what is going to happen when pollution is found
to be above permissible levels would be greatly appreciated

11/9/2017 3:58 PM

3 This is a strange action list Otley Neighbourhood Plan Have i lose the will to live!! 11/7/2017 1:53 PM

4 The small part of the neighbourhood impacts on a grace and private tenure housing area 11/2/2017 2:14 PM

5 Appendix 9 - the Whartons Primary School is an Otley and Leeds CC school and should be
included.

11/2/2017 1:13 PM

6 I suggest we prioritise these and propose target delivery timelines and distinguish between these
which OTC can actively pursue and more passive ('support'). For community, add - OTC lead &
group to champion youth issues - OTC lead through to champion music - Project to work with
Norwood Homes on Ashfield - Audit of employment land

10/23/2017 1:43 PM

7 Tea shops never seem to open after 4pm. A small point, but if we're attracting visitors - 10/23/2017 12:30 PM

8 Regrettably I have run out of time to complete this survey thoroughly as it is nearly 11pm and the
survey closes tonight. However, my main concerns are around the scale of the development, the
lack of a detailed transport survey, the lack of infrastructure in Otley overall, and the proposals for
East Busk Lane and St Clairs Road to be entry points to the development. These roads are simply
not capable of fulfilling that aim.

10/20/2017 9:48 PM

9 N/A 10/20/2017 3:05 PM

10 No 10/20/2017 3:02 PM

11 No 10/20/2017 2:34 PM

12 Yes Youth Provision is virtually non existant and should be a high priority 10/20/2017 2:18 PM

13 No 10/20/2017 2:07 PM

14 Map 10. Walking Walker are welcome Otley would want the Kell Beck footpath (as proposed
before) from the point where the existing right of way on green lane (from Billams Hill to Weston
Lane) leaves it to be marked as a wished for PROW footpath. It seems now just to be marked out
for 6 Dales trail and Welcome Way, which does not bring any legal protection, of course.

10/20/2017 2:02 PM

15 I trust this plan will have some direction and effect with LCC decisions! 10/20/2017 1:47 PM

16 Lot of work gone into producing this plan! Lot of food for thought 10/20/2017 1:41 PM

17 Already previously noted, GE4, H2, TT2, TT3, TT6, TT7, & TT5 10/20/2017 12:24 PM

18 No 10/20/2017 11:22 AM

19 We would like to be part of further discussions. Please contact me on 07738295497. The final
point that I would like to make is that we should be defining as specifically as possible what is right
for the community so that future developments and changes can be measured against this
objective. Let's not leave ourselves vulnerable to the intentions and manipulations of corporate
entities that do not care about our environment or welfare, but do care about (as a priority) lining
the pockets of their shareholders, for which they have a judiciary responsibility. This is about Otley
and the residents - not about making money for individuals who do not live in this community. For
whatever the future of this community is, this cannot be at the detriment of those who already call
this home.

10/19/2017 11:16 PM

20 No 10/19/2017 4:34 PM
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21 All provisions should take into account the full diversity of the population and ensure that all are
provided far in a safe manor.

10/19/2017 2:52 PM

22 No further comments, for now 10/19/2017 1:33 PM

23 They are all most commendable and deserve every encouragement to enable them to happen and
not become empty pipe dreams

10/19/2017 8:29 AM

24 Make Otley a sustainable town - sustainable energy efficient and energy generating homes,
reduce car usage and improve public transport and walking. cycling. Support environmentally
sustainable. responsible, cooperative industry, encourage local food production and supply etc

10/18/2017 9:28 PM

25 No. All looks good. 10/18/2017 4:23 PM

26 No 10/18/2017 4:07 PM

27 Not at this stage - I'm knackered! But having got to the apparant end of the survey there seems to
be no box to refer to general matters like the significance of a traffic study and management
measures to alleviate existing, let alone future congestion and hence high pollution points.

10/18/2017 3:01 PM

28 More trees and greening of the town centre would enhance otley. Support of volunteer groups is
much needed.

10/18/2017 12:23 PM

29 No 10/18/2017 12:03 PM

30 Ambitious 10/17/2017 2:21 PM

31 No 10/17/2017 2:00 PM

32 No 10/17/2017 1:12 PM

33 No. 10/16/2017 8:53 PM

34 no 10/16/2017 1:32 PM

35 I agree with them - with the exception of the rail link reinstatement. 10/16/2017 8:51 AM

36 Consult Otley Community Land Trust about their plans. 10/15/2017 8:13 PM

37 No 10/13/2017 6:23 PM

38 Inclusion of the recently formed Otley Community Land Trust as the aim is to be community led in
the development of affordable and sustainable housing within the area.

10/13/2017 9:05 AM

39 Retain Otleys identity + green spaces DO NOT DEVELOP THE TOWN EAST OF OTLEY 10/13/2017 8:57 AM

40 Not at this time 10/11/2017 3:02 PM

41 Too many to consider that is why we need a town manager! Paid to work for the community. This
person would have an overview of the town and could coordinate al the interests of the
community.

10/9/2017 4:22 PM

42 The NP needs to include efforts to continually promote the use of public transport (buses, rail,
cycling, walking). We also need to make continual efforts to reduce pollution particularly from
increased traffic and use of wood burning stoves.

10/7/2017 2:04 PM

43 All the actions are most noble and have to agree with most of them. My main concern is how these
ideals will be financed. In most governments, there is a gap between what needs to be done and
what is done.

10/5/2017 11:13 AM

44 There appear to be some activities duplicated in the community actions with those policies outlined
in the document. This has potential to cause confusion so suggest they are removed from the
community actions list. Some of the community actions read like a 'wish list' - not sure they are
grounded in reality. Is there any evidence from previous consultations for all of these community
actions?

10/4/2017 1:19 PM

45 In relation to infastructure and traffic management: Could I suggest a slip road onto the existing
bypass at the bottom of East Chevin Road to help reduce heavy traffic on Birdcage Walk. Could I
also suggest 'no overtaking' lines on Bradford Road near Scarborough Road to stop vehicles
driving on the wrong side of the road to cut up West Chevin Road. Could I suggest somekind of
pedestrian crossing for children at the bottom of West Chevin Road. It is really quite dangerous. In
relation to noise pollution: Could I suggest sound monitoring equipment be installed in Otley
(specifically on the Chevin) to keep a check on Leeds Bradford Airport. Equipment is in place at
Menston, but despite Otley being on the flight path the impact of the airport is not monitored.

10/2/2017 9:57 AM
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46 THIS PLAN IS HARD TO FOLLOW AND THE PLANS ONLINE ARE TOO SMALL TO READ AND
WE CANT SEE ANY DETAIL

9/17/2017 2:41 PM

47 Need to focus on making affordable accommodation for businesses in Light industrial 9/9/2017 9:59 AM
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100.00% 90

0.00% 0

100.00% 90

0.00% 0

98.89% 89

0.00% 0

100.00% 90

0.00% 0

87.78% 79

85.56% 77

Q67 Please enter your contact information below
Answered: 90 Skipped: 41

# NAME DATE

1 Eric Peterson 11/14/2017 3:31 PM

2 Gerald Solway 11/13/2017 3:32 PM

3 Paul Evans 11/13/2017 1:00 PM

4 Mr & Mrs Cragg 11/13/2017 11:57 AM

5 Karen Newman 11/9/2017 3:59 PM

6 Mr J F Risdon 11/9/2017 3:44 PM

7 David + Valerie Tait 11/8/2017 3:56 PM

8 Sue Howard 11/8/2017 1:20 PM

9 M Clerk 11/7/2017 1:55 PM

10 Mrs. Anne Simkins 11/7/2017 12:05 PM

11 J Clerk 11/2/2017 3:43 PM

12 Andrew and Gemma McKeon 11/2/2017 2:50 PM

13 Pat Foster 11/2/2017 2:15 PM

14 Lesley Woledge (Cllr Lower Washburn P.C) 11/2/2017 1:15 PM

15 Mary Klemm 11/2/2017 11:48 AM

16 Jane Clark 11/2/2017 11:13 AM

17 John Raffo 10/26/2017 10:28 AM

18 Richard Davies 10/23/2017 1:44 PM

19 Michael Blackwell 10/23/2017 12:31 PM

20 River Six 10/21/2017 3:53 PM

21 Sue Stepan 10/20/2017 10:08 PM

22 David Bussey 10/20/2017 9:48 PM

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES

Name

Company

Address

Address 2

City/Town

State/Province

ZIP/Postal Code

Country

Email Address

Phone Number
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23 David Mowlam 10/20/2017 5:38 PM

24 Edward Iwechue 10/20/2017 3:06 PM

25 Heather Phillips 10/20/2017 3:03 PM

26 Ray Georgeson 10/20/2017 2:50 PM

27 Turlough Mills 10/20/2017 2:35 PM

28 Dudley Parker 10/20/2017 2:18 PM

29 Friends of Gallows Hill (172 members) 10/20/2017 2:09 PM

30 Jur Keessen 10/20/2017 2:05 PM

31 Louise & Richard Lee 10/20/2017 1:49 PM

32 I U Feist 10/20/2017 1:42 PM

33 Cllr Sylvia Thomson 10/20/2017 1:05 PM

34 Cllr Sylvia Thomson 10/20/2017 12:53 PM

35 Angela Leathley 10/20/2017 12:32 PM

36 Mrs Liz Heffer 10/20/2017 12:25 PM

37 Richard Pulleyn 10/20/2017 11:42 AM

38 Mrs Linda Sharp 10/20/2017 11:30 AM

39 Sarah Leafe 10/20/2017 11:06 AM

40 Robert Sharp 10/20/2017 10:59 AM

41 Georgina Clark 10/20/2017 10:39 AM

42 Stephen Whiting 10/20/2017 9:49 AM

43 Miranda Orton 10/20/2017 9:17 AM

44 Dennis Stepan 10/19/2017 11:29 PM

45 Kirsty Wilkinson 10/19/2017 11:17 PM

46 Diana Jakeways 10/19/2017 4:35 PM

47 Karen Bentley 10/19/2017 3:52 PM

48 John R. Buck 10/19/2017 2:53 PM

49 Andrew Mason 10/19/2017 2:17 PM

50 Martin Bamforth 10/19/2017 1:33 PM

51 justin crosby 10/19/2017 1:17 PM

52 David Robson 10/19/2017 12:00 PM

53 Karen Rumsey 10/19/2017 9:54 AM

54 Miss Evelyn Friend 10/19/2017 8:29 AM

55 Dr Emily Clavering Lee 10/19/2017 12:01 AM

56 Robert Lee 10/18/2017 11:23 PM

57 David Martin 10/18/2017 9:28 PM

58 D Waugh 10/18/2017 4:29 PM

59 Sarah Shannon Coles 10/18/2017 4:24 PM

60 Mike Feist 10/18/2017 3:02 PM

61 Jane smith 10/18/2017 12:23 PM

62 Jane Trewhella 10/18/2017 12:04 PM

63 David Nicholls 10/17/2017 2:22 PM
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64 Peter Riley 10/17/2017 2:04 PM

65 Mike Dando 10/17/2017 1:12 PM

66 Catherine Harrison 10/16/2017 9:32 PM

67 Mark Hall 10/16/2017 8:53 PM

68 Suzanne Hall 10/16/2017 1:32 PM

69 Andrew Perry 10/16/2017 8:51 AM

70 Mrs J Watson 10/16/2017 8:25 AM

71 Andrew Howarth 10/15/2017 8:13 PM

72 ray auchterlounie 10/13/2017 9:59 PM

73 Gordon Haycock 10/13/2017 6:24 PM

74 Mick Bradley 10/13/2017 1:27 PM

75 Penny Redwood 10/13/2017 9:06 AM

76 H Thompson 10/13/2017 8:58 AM

77 Esther Drewett 10/11/2017 3:03 PM

78 Pamela Williams 10/9/2017 4:23 PM

79 Alison Watson 10/9/2017 10:48 AM

80 Alastair Watson 10/7/2017 4:37 PM

81 Randal Mezger 10/7/2017 2:05 PM

82 David Stocker 10/7/2017 11:48 AM

83 Susan Carr 10/5/2017 2:14 PM

84 Alan Carr 10/5/2017 11:14 AM

85 Jason Knowles 10/4/2017 1:20 PM

86 Giles Walker 10/2/2017 9:57 AM

87 Iain Manson 9/25/2017 8:42 PM

88 garry armitage 9/17/2017 2:42 PM

89 B Bramham 9/11/2017 12:32 PM

90 Jonathan Agar 9/9/2017 10:00 AM

# COMPANY DATE

 There are no responses.  

# ADDRESS DATE

1 3 Carr Bank Bottom 11/14/2017 3:31 PM

2 14 Lisker Avenue 11/13/2017 3:32 PM

3 13 Danefield Terrace 11/13/2017 1:00 PM

4 11 Danefield Terrace 11/13/2017 11:57 AM

5 32 Cambridge Drive 11/9/2017 3:59 PM

6 98 Leeds Road 11/9/2017 3:44 PM

7 31 East Busk Lane 11/8/2017 3:56 PM

8 13 Danefield Terrace 11/8/2017 1:20 PM

9 80 St Davids Rd 11/7/2017 1:55 PM

10 4 Prince Henry Road 11/7/2017 12:05 PM

11 80 St Davids Road 11/2/2017 3:43 PM
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12 25 Throstle Nest Close 11/2/2017 2:50 PM

13 70 Meagill Rise 11/2/2017 2:15 PM

14 59 Riverside Park 11/2/2017 1:15 PM

15 21 East Busk Lane 11/2/2017 11:48 AM

16 89 Pool Road 11/2/2017 11:13 AM

17 19 The Whartons 10/26/2017 10:28 AM

18 3 Eastview Terrace 10/23/2017 1:44 PM

19 23 Hamilton Terrace, 10/23/2017 12:31 PM

20 Flat 17 Hawthornden 10/21/2017 3:53 PM

21 14 The Crossways 10/20/2017 10:08 PM

22 7 Danefield Terrace 10/20/2017 9:48 PM

23 7 Trinity Rise 10/20/2017 5:38 PM

24 Iceni Projects - 114-116 Charing Cross Road 10/20/2017 3:06 PM

25 27 Danefield Terrace 10/20/2017 3:03 PM

26 2 Garnett Villas, North Avenue 10/20/2017 2:50 PM

27 The Old Manse, Cross Green 10/20/2017 2:35 PM

28 23 Mount Pisgah 10/20/2017 2:18 PM

29 c/o 88 Riverside Park 10/20/2017 2:09 PM

30 75 Crown Lane 10/20/2017 2:05 PM

31 Musgrave Hall, Burras Lane 10/20/2017 1:49 PM

32 Carr Mont, Billams Hill 10/20/2017 1:42 PM

33 2 Otley Road 10/20/2017 1:05 PM

34 2 10/20/2017 12:53 PM

35 11 Pegholme Drive 10/20/2017 12:32 PM

36 18 St. Davids Road 10/20/2017 12:25 PM

37 Church View 25 Whiteley Croft Rise 10/20/2017 11:42 AM

38 59 North Parade 10/20/2017 11:30 AM

39 23 Northwell Gate 10/20/2017 11:06 AM

40 59 North Parade 10/20/2017 10:59 AM

41 89 Pool Road 10/20/2017 10:39 AM

42 94 Leeds Road 10/20/2017 9:49 AM

43 13 Pool rd 10/20/2017 9:17 AM

44 14 The Crossways 10/19/2017 11:29 PM

45 35 Danefield Terrace 10/19/2017 11:17 PM

46 22 Whiteley Croft Road 10/19/2017 4:35 PM

47 31, Danefield Terrace 10/19/2017 3:52 PM

48 55 Danefield Terrace 10/19/2017 2:53 PM

49 15 Danefield Terrace 10/19/2017 2:17 PM

50 Red Roofs, Ings Lane 10/19/2017 1:33 PM

51 Sonning east busk lane 10/19/2017 1:17 PM

52 Otley Courthouse 10/19/2017 12:00 PM

149 / 159

OTLEY NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN 2019-28 PRE-SUBMISSION PLAN CONSULTATION RESPONSE FORM



53 Stubbings Farm 10/19/2017 9:54 AM

54 24 Mount Pisgah 10/19/2017 8:29 AM

55 33 Danefield Terrace 10/19/2017 12:01 AM

56 33 Danefield Terrace 10/18/2017 11:23 PM

57 41 West Busk Lane 10/18/2017 9:28 PM

58 19 Weston Ridge 10/18/2017 4:29 PM

59 21 Albion Street 10/18/2017 4:24 PM

60 Carr mont, Billams Hill 10/18/2017 3:02 PM

61 19 Burras ave 10/18/2017 12:23 PM

62 9, Danefield Terrace 10/18/2017 12:04 PM

63 38 Oatlands Drive 10/17/2017 2:22 PM

64 Woodhill, Station Road, Burley in Wharfedale/ 10/17/2017 2:04 PM

65 2 Farnley Lane 10/17/2017 1:12 PM

66 17 St Clair Road 10/16/2017 9:32 PM

67 47 East Busk Lane 10/16/2017 8:53 PM

68 47 East Busk Lane 10/16/2017 1:32 PM

69 13 Oatlands Drive 10/16/2017 8:51 AM

70 5 Elm Terrace 10/16/2017 8:25 AM

71 21 Ashfield Place 10/15/2017 8:13 PM

72 7 ashfield place, ilkley rd 10/13/2017 9:59 PM

73 88 Riverside Park 10/13/2017 6:24 PM

74 52 The Oval 10/13/2017 1:27 PM

75 3 Cambridge Terrace 10/13/2017 9:06 AM

76 53 Cambridge Drive 10/13/2017 8:58 AM

77 Aptc10 Victoria Court Station Road 10/11/2017 3:03 PM

78 23 Bridge Avenue 10/9/2017 4:23 PM

79 25,East Busk Lane 10/9/2017 10:48 AM

80 5 Elm Terrace 10/7/2017 4:37 PM

81 2 Newall Mount 10/7/2017 2:05 PM

82 33 Moor Drive 10/7/2017 11:48 AM

83 35 Moor Drive 10/5/2017 2:14 PM

84 35 Moor Drive 10/5/2017 11:14 AM

85 11 Wrenbeck Drive 10/4/2017 1:20 PM

86 Chevin Cottage 10/2/2017 9:57 AM

87 6 Grange View 9/25/2017 8:42 PM

88 27 kirkgate 9/17/2017 2:42 PM

89 10 Arnwood Flats, Leeds Road 9/11/2017 12:32 PM

90 14 Riverside Drive 9/9/2017 10:00 AM

# ADDRESS 2 DATE

 There are no responses.  

# CITY/TOWN DATE

150 / 159

OTLEY NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN 2019-28 PRE-SUBMISSION PLAN CONSULTATION RESPONSE FORM



1 Otley 11/14/2017 3:31 PM

2 Otley 11/13/2017 3:32 PM

3 Otley 11/13/2017 1:00 PM

4 Otley 11/13/2017 11:57 AM

5 Otley 11/9/2017 3:59 PM

6 Otley 11/9/2017 3:44 PM

7 Otley 11/8/2017 3:56 PM

8 Otley 11/8/2017 1:20 PM

9 Otley 11/7/2017 1:55 PM

10 Otley 11/7/2017 12:05 PM

11 Otley 11/2/2017 3:43 PM

12 Otley 11/2/2017 2:50 PM

13 Otley 11/2/2017 2:15 PM

14 Otley 11/2/2017 1:15 PM

15 Otley 11/2/2017 11:48 AM

16 Otley 11/2/2017 11:13 AM

17 Otley 10/26/2017 10:28 AM

18 Otley 10/23/2017 1:44 PM

19 Otley 10/23/2017 12:31 PM

20 Otley 10/21/2017 3:53 PM

21 Otley 10/20/2017 10:08 PM

22 Otley 10/20/2017 9:48 PM

23 Otley 10/20/2017 5:38 PM

24 London 10/20/2017 3:06 PM

25 Otley 10/20/2017 3:03 PM

26 Otley 10/20/2017 2:50 PM

27 Otley 10/20/2017 2:35 PM

28 Otley 10/20/2017 2:18 PM

29 Otley 10/20/2017 2:09 PM

30 Otley 10/20/2017 2:05 PM

31 Otley 10/20/2017 1:49 PM

32 Otley 10/20/2017 1:42 PM

33 Menston, Ilkley 10/20/2017 1:05 PM

34 Menston, Ilkley 10/20/2017 12:53 PM

35 Otley 10/20/2017 12:32 PM

36 Otley 10/20/2017 12:25 PM

37 Otley 10/20/2017 11:42 AM

38 Otley 10/20/2017 11:30 AM

39 Otley 10/20/2017 11:06 AM

40 Otley 10/20/2017 10:59 AM

41 Otley 10/20/2017 10:39 AM
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42 Otley 10/20/2017 9:49 AM

43 Otley 10/20/2017 9:17 AM

44 Otley 10/19/2017 11:29 PM

45 Otley 10/19/2017 11:17 PM

46 Otley 10/19/2017 4:35 PM

47 Otley 10/19/2017 3:52 PM

48 Otley 10/19/2017 2:53 PM

49 Otley 10/19/2017 2:17 PM

50 Otley 10/19/2017 1:33 PM

51 Otley 10/19/2017 1:17 PM

52 Otley 10/19/2017 12:00 PM

53 Otley 10/19/2017 9:54 AM

54 Otley 10/19/2017 8:29 AM

55 Otley 10/19/2017 12:01 AM

56 Otley 10/18/2017 11:23 PM

57 Otley 10/18/2017 9:28 PM

58 Otley 10/18/2017 4:29 PM

59 Otley 10/18/2017 4:24 PM

60 Otley 10/18/2017 3:02 PM

61 Otley 10/18/2017 12:23 PM

62 Otley 10/18/2017 12:04 PM

63 Otley 10/17/2017 2:22 PM

64 Ilkley 10/17/2017 2:04 PM

65 Otley 10/17/2017 1:12 PM

66 Otley 10/16/2017 9:32 PM

67 Otley 10/16/2017 8:53 PM

68 Otley 10/16/2017 1:32 PM

69 Otley 10/16/2017 8:51 AM

70 Otley 10/16/2017 8:25 AM

71 Otley 10/15/2017 8:13 PM

72 otley 10/13/2017 9:59 PM

73 Otley 10/13/2017 6:24 PM

74 Otley 10/13/2017 1:27 PM

75 Otley 10/13/2017 9:06 AM

76 Otley 10/13/2017 8:58 AM

77 OTLEY 10/11/2017 3:03 PM

78 Otley 10/9/2017 4:23 PM

79 Otley 10/9/2017 10:48 AM

80 Otley 10/7/2017 4:37 PM

81 Otley 10/7/2017 2:05 PM

82 Otley 10/7/2017 11:48 AM
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83 Otley 10/5/2017 11:14 AM

84 Otley 10/4/2017 1:20 PM

85 Otley 10/2/2017 9:57 AM

86 Otley 9/25/2017 8:42 PM

87 OTLEY 9/17/2017 2:42 PM

88 Otley 9/11/2017 12:32 PM

89 Otley 9/9/2017 10:00 AM

# STATE/PROVINCE DATE

 There are no responses.  

# ZIP/POSTAL CODE DATE

1 LS21 2AJ 11/14/2017 3:31 PM

2 LS21 1DG 11/13/2017 3:32 PM

3 LS21 1HU 11/13/2017 1:00 PM

4 LS21 1HU 11/13/2017 11:57 AM

5 LS21 1DD 11/9/2017 3:59 PM

6 LS21 1DL 11/9/2017 3:44 PM

7 LS21 1TB 11/8/2017 3:56 PM

8 LS21 1HU 11/8/2017 1:20 PM

9 Not given 11/7/2017 1:55 PM

10 LS21 2BE 11/7/2017 12:05 PM

11 LS21 2AW 11/2/2017 3:43 PM

12 LS21 2RR 11/2/2017 2:50 PM

13 LS21 2EJ 11/2/2017 2:15 PM

14 LS21 2RW 11/2/2017 1:15 PM

15 LS21 1SZ 11/2/2017 11:48 AM

16 LS21 1HL 11/2/2017 11:13 AM

17 LS21 2AG 10/26/2017 10:28 AM

18 LS21 1JN 10/23/2017 1:44 PM

19 LS21 1AN 10/23/2017 12:31 PM

20 LS21 3LE 10/21/2017 3:53 PM

21 LS21 2AR 10/20/2017 10:08 PM

22 LS21 1HU 10/20/2017 9:48 PM

23 LS21 1RG 10/20/2017 5:38 PM

24 WC2H 0JR 10/20/2017 3:06 PM

25 LS21 1HU 10/20/2017 3:03 PM

26 LS21 1AJ 10/20/2017 2:50 PM

27 LS211HE 10/20/2017 2:35 PM

28 LS21 3DX 10/20/2017 2:18 PM

29 LS21 2RW 10/20/2017 2:09 PM

30 LS21 1JH 10/20/2017 2:05 PM

31 LS21 3HS 10/20/2017 1:49 PM
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32 LS21 2DZ 10/20/2017 1:42 PM

33 LS296EE 10/20/2017 1:05 PM

34 LS296EE 10/20/2017 12:53 PM

35 LS21 3NZ 10/20/2017 12:32 PM

36 LS21 2AW 10/20/2017 12:25 PM

37 LS21 3NR 10/20/2017 11:42 AM

38 LS21 1BA 10/20/2017 11:30 AM

39 LS21 2DC 10/20/2017 11:06 AM

40 LS21 1BA 10/20/2017 10:59 AM

41 LS21 1HL 10/20/2017 10:39 AM

42 LS21 1DL 10/20/2017 9:49 AM

43 LS21 1HL 10/20/2017 9:17 AM

44 LS21 2AR 10/19/2017 11:29 PM

45 LS21 1HU 10/19/2017 11:17 PM

46 LS21 3NS 10/19/2017 4:35 PM

47 LS211HU 10/19/2017 3:52 PM

48 LS21 1HU 10/19/2017 2:53 PM

49 LS21 1HU 10/19/2017 2:17 PM

50 LS21 1HT 10/19/2017 1:33 PM

51 ls21 1ht 10/19/2017 1:17 PM

52 LS21 3AN 10/19/2017 12:00 PM

53 LS21 1DN 10/19/2017 9:54 AM

54 LS21 3DX 10/19/2017 8:29 AM

55 LS21 1HU 10/19/2017 12:01 AM

56 LS21 1HU 10/18/2017 11:23 PM

57 LS21 3LY 10/18/2017 9:28 PM

58 LS21 2EF 10/18/2017 4:29 PM

59 LS21 1BY 10/18/2017 4:24 PM

60 LS21 2DZ 10/18/2017 3:02 PM

61 Ls213er 10/18/2017 12:23 PM

62 LS21 1HU 10/18/2017 12:04 PM

63 LS21 2AY 10/17/2017 2:22 PM

64 LS29 7NT 10/17/2017 2:04 PM

65 LS21 2AB 10/17/2017 1:12 PM

66 LS21 1DE 10/16/2017 9:32 PM

67 LS21 1SZ 10/16/2017 8:53 PM

68 LS21 1SZ 10/16/2017 1:32 PM

69 LS21 2AY 10/16/2017 8:51 AM

70 LS21 1HP 10/16/2017 8:25 AM

71 LS21 2PN 10/15/2017 8:13 PM

72 ls213pn 10/13/2017 9:59 PM
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73 LS21 2RW 10/13/2017 6:24 PM

74 LS212EE 10/13/2017 1:27 PM

75 LS21 1JS 10/13/2017 9:06 AM

76 LS21 1DD 10/13/2017 8:58 AM

77 LS21 3GY 10/11/2017 3:03 PM

78 Ls21 2aa 10/9/2017 4:23 PM

79 LS21 1SZ 10/9/2017 10:48 AM

80 LS21 1HP 10/7/2017 4:37 PM

81 LS212DY 10/7/2017 2:05 PM

82 LS21 1DZ 10/7/2017 11:48 AM

83 LS21 1DZ 10/5/2017 2:14 PM

84 LS21 1DZ 10/5/2017 11:14 AM

85 LS21 2BP 10/4/2017 1:20 PM

86 LS21 3DL 10/2/2017 9:57 AM

87 LS212SE 9/25/2017 8:42 PM

88 LS213HN 9/17/2017 2:42 PM

89 LS21 1OL 9/11/2017 12:32 PM

90 LS21 2RU 9/9/2017 10:00 AM

# COUNTRY DATE

 There are no responses.  

# EMAIL ADDRESS DATE

1 e.peterson@leeds.ac.uk 11/14/2017 3:31 PM

2 Not given 11/13/2017 3:32 PM

3 evanspaul05@gmail.com 11/13/2017 1:00 PM

4 jecragg@outlook.com 11/13/2017 11:57 AM

5 karennewman1995@btinternet.com 11/9/2017 3:59 PM

6 djtait@btinternet.com 11/8/2017 3:56 PM

7 sue5howard@gmail.com 11/8/2017 1:20 PM

8 Not given 11/7/2017 1:55 PM

9 jandasimkins@hotmail.com 11/7/2017 12:05 PM

10 andrew@ajmpr.co.uk 11/2/2017 2:50 PM

11 pat.foster70@googlemail.com 11/2/2017 2:15 PM

12 marysklemm@yahoo.co.uk 11/2/2017 11:48 AM

13 janeclar@hotmail.co.uk 11/2/2017 11:13 AM

14 dick.davies@hotmail.co.uk 10/23/2017 1:44 PM

15 michaelablackwell@gmail.com 10/23/2017 12:31 PM

16 river.six@icloud.com 10/21/2017 3:53 PM

17 sue.m.s@hotmail.co.uk 10/20/2017 10:08 PM

18 d_bussey@sky.com 10/20/2017 9:48 PM

19 davidmowlam@gmail.com 10/20/2017 5:38 PM

20 edwardu@iceniprojects.com 10/20/2017 3:06 PM
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21 heatheraphillips@hotmail.co.uk 10/20/2017 3:03 PM

22 ray@raygeorgesonresources.co.uk 10/20/2017 2:50 PM

23 turloughmills@gmail.com 10/20/2017 2:35 PM

24 dudley.parker@tesco.net 10/20/2017 2:18 PM

25 gordon.haycock@haycockandjay.co.uk 10/20/2017 2:09 PM

26 jurkeessen@yahoo.com 10/20/2017 2:05 PM

27 leelou@btconnect.com 10/20/2017 1:49 PM

28 sylviathomson1@talktalk.net 10/20/2017 1:05 PM

29 sylviathomson1@talktalk.net 10/20/2017 12:53 PM

30 richardpulleyn@sky.com 10/20/2017 11:42 AM

31 lindajsharp59@gmail.com 10/20/2017 11:30 AM

32 sarahleafe1988@hotmail.com 10/20/2017 11:06 AM

33 roberthsharp59@gmail.com 10/20/2017 10:59 AM

34 georgie.clark@live.co.uk 10/20/2017 10:39 AM

35 whiting.stephen@sky.com 10/20/2017 9:49 AM

36 mirandaorton@btinternet.com 10/20/2017 9:17 AM

37 dennisas1958@outlook.com 10/19/2017 11:29 PM

38 kirstylwilkinson@gmail.com 10/19/2017 11:17 PM

39 diana.jakeways1@btopenworld.com 10/19/2017 4:35 PM

40 joealbentley@hotmail.com 10/19/2017 3:52 PM

41 buck.lewis@btinternet.com 10/19/2017 2:53 PM

42 andrewrmason@icloud.com 10/19/2017 2:17 PM

43 martinbamforth@hotmail.com 10/19/2017 1:33 PM

44 justinlcrosby@gmail.com 10/19/2017 1:17 PM

45 admin@otleycourthouse.org.uk 10/19/2017 12:00 PM

46 evelynfriend24@outlook.com 10/19/2017 8:29 AM

47 emily.clavering-lee@nhs.net 10/19/2017 12:01 AM

48 robertjohnleehorse@googlemail.com 10/18/2017 11:23 PM

49 daveym@talktalk.net 10/18/2017 9:28 PM

50 dmwaugh@hotmail.co.uk 10/18/2017 4:29 PM

51 shannoncoles23@yahoo.co.uk 10/18/2017 4:24 PM

52 mi.feist@btinternet.com 10/18/2017 3:02 PM

53 chris21jane17@gmail.com 10/18/2017 12:23 PM

54 jane.trewhella@me.com 10/18/2017 12:04 PM

55 davidnicholls98@gmail.com 10/17/2017 2:22 PM

56 peter.b.riley@btinternet.com 10/17/2017 2:04 PM

57 mike.dando2@btopenworld.com 10/17/2017 1:12 PM

58 cath_harri@yahoo.co.uk 10/16/2017 9:32 PM

59 mrh2677@gmail.com 10/16/2017 8:53 PM

60 suzanne_stoneley@hotmail.com 10/16/2017 1:32 PM

61 aperry35@hotmail.co.uk 10/16/2017 8:51 AM
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62 jenny-watson@outlook.com 10/16/2017 8:25 AM

63 mrajhowarth.ah@gmail.com 10/15/2017 8:13 PM

64 onp@auchterlounie.com 10/13/2017 9:59 PM

65 gordon.haycock@haycockandjay.co.uk 10/13/2017 6:24 PM

66 councillormickbradey@gmail.com 10/13/2017 1:27 PM

67 penny@gabbleratch.co.uk 10/13/2017 9:06 AM

68 esthet.drewett@gmail.com 10/11/2017 3:03 PM

69 pamelasusanwilliams@hotmail.co.uk 10/9/2017 4:23 PM

70 alisonjwatson58@gmail.com 10/9/2017 10:48 AM

71 a.s.watson@outlook.com 10/7/2017 4:37 PM

72 randalandpat@hotmail.com 10/7/2017 2:05 PM

73 zdstocker@gmail.com 10/7/2017 11:48 AM

74 SusanOtley@aol.com 10/5/2017 2:14 PM

75 aalanzcarr@aol.com 10/5/2017 11:14 AM

76 jmklfc@hotmail.co.uk 10/4/2017 1:20 PM

77 giles@industrialaction.com 10/2/2017 9:57 AM

78 manson.i@sky.com 9/25/2017 8:42 PM

79 sandgarry@aol.com 9/17/2017 2:42 PM

# PHONE NUMBER DATE

1 07523435859 11/14/2017 3:31 PM

2 01943 464312 11/13/2017 3:32 PM

3 Not given 11/13/2017 1:00 PM

4 Not given 11/13/2017 11:57 AM

5 01943 851077 11/9/2017 3:59 PM

6 01943 463647 11/9/2017 3:44 PM

7 01943 464032 11/8/2017 3:56 PM

8 Not given 11/8/2017 1:20 PM

9 Not given 11/7/2017 1:55 PM

10 01943 968274 11/7/2017 12:05 PM

11 01943 850173 11/2/2017 2:50 PM

12 07891214167 11/2/2017 2:15 PM

13 01943 462080 11/2/2017 1:15 PM

14 01943 465181 11/2/2017 11:48 AM

15 07941078277 11/2/2017 11:13 AM

16 01943 464087 (after Dec 6) 10/26/2017 10:28 AM

17 0780 836407 10/23/2017 1:44 PM

18 07906 084148 10/23/2017 12:31 PM

19 07854242990 10/21/2017 3:53 PM

20 01943 463661 10/20/2017 9:48 PM

21 01943 468898 10/20/2017 5:38 PM

22 02034354206 10/20/2017 3:06 PM
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23 07841048896 10/20/2017 3:03 PM

24 07711 069433 10/20/2017 2:50 PM

25 01943850078 10/20/2017 2:35 PM

26 01943465415 10/20/2017 2:18 PM

27 01943 968112 10/20/2017 2:09 PM

28 01943 968053 10/20/2017 2:05 PM

29 01943 463027 or 07748271965 10/20/2017 1:49 PM

30 07751571865 10/20/2017 1:42 PM

31 01943871889 10/20/2017 1:05 PM

32 01943871889 10/20/2017 12:53 PM

33 01943 461082 10/20/2017 12:25 PM

34 01943 466360 10/20/2017 11:42 AM

35 01943 5130171 / 07758647662 10/20/2017 11:30 AM

36 07516615076 10/20/2017 11:06 AM

37 01943 513017 10/20/2017 10:59 AM

38 01943 461632 10/20/2017 10:39 AM

39 07949039067 10/20/2017 9:49 AM

40 01943466373 10/19/2017 11:29 PM

41 07738296183 10/19/2017 11:17 PM

42 01943 466331 10/19/2017 4:35 PM

43 01943 851046 10/19/2017 2:53 PM

44 07887835827 10/19/2017 2:17 PM

45 01943461221 10/19/2017 1:33 PM

46 07977105869 10/19/2017 1:17 PM

47 01943 467216 10/19/2017 12:00 PM

48 01943 850803 10/19/2017 8:29 AM

49 07791897558 10/18/2017 11:23 PM

50 01943663273 10/18/2017 9:28 PM

51 078134807176 10/18/2017 4:29 PM

52 07790100989 10/18/2017 4:24 PM

53 01943 464647 10/18/2017 3:02 PM

54 07786 190265 10/18/2017 12:04 PM

55 01943 510067 10/17/2017 2:22 PM

56 862916 10/17/2017 2:04 PM

57 07539 669201 10/17/2017 1:12 PM

58 01943 467921 10/16/2017 9:32 PM

59 07762196734 10/16/2017 8:53 PM

60 07413203574 10/16/2017 8:51 AM

61 07710488245 10/15/2017 8:13 PM

62 01943 968112 10/13/2017 6:24 PM

63 01943 467871 10/13/2017 1:27 PM
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64 01943 466457 10/13/2017 9:06 AM

65 07950554166 10/11/2017 3:03 PM

66 01943467323 10/9/2017 4:23 PM

67 01943 466455 10/9/2017 10:48 AM

68 462919 10/7/2017 4:37 PM

69 01943461661 10/7/2017 2:05 PM

70 +441943465645 10/7/2017 11:48 AM

71 01943 466 702 10/5/2017 2:14 PM

72 07471205439 10/5/2017 11:14 AM

73 01943462344 10/4/2017 1:20 PM

74 01943461825 10/2/2017 9:57 AM

75 01943465210 9/25/2017 8:42 PM

76 07944830531 9/17/2017 2:42 PM

77 850966 9/11/2017 12:32 PM
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