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Executive summary 
Development in Collingham Village is a topic that incites passion and opinion 
amongst residents and from the output of the first consultation activity held in 
September 2012, over 70% of residents are against any development in the village. 
During the second consultation exercise carried out in June 2013 however, residents 
were asked: 
 
“If Leeds were to allocate any housing sites in Collingham, which of the sites do you 

think might be acceptable?”  

 

Of the 204 comment forms received, 180 people provided an opinion (the remaining 

24 did not respond, presumably because a “None” option was not provided) and the 

results are: 

 

Table 1 – comment form summary 

SHLAA Reference 
Number saying a 

site could be 
acceptable 

% of 180 question  
respondents 

% of all 204 
comment forms 

received 

1291 
Lilac Farm 

98 54 48 

4065 
Piccolinos 

80 44 39 

1294 and 3334 
South of A58 

76 42 37 

2135 and 1251 
North of A58 

49 27 24 

1293 
Harewood Road 

49 27 24 

1292 
Jewitt Lane 

44 24 21 

 

A clear hierarchy of acceptability has been produced from the consultation exercise, 
which partially supports the site ranking within the Leeds City Council Draft Site 
Allocation Plan.  
 
The residents of Collingham appear to broadly agree with the designation of SHLAAs 
4065 (Green) and 1291 (Amber) but strongly reject the allocation of SHLAA 1293 
(Amber). The designation of SHLAAs 1294, 3334, 2135, 1251 and 1292 (all Red) is 
agreed with by Collingham residents. 
 
As a result, Collingham with Linton Parish Council recommends that SHLAA 4065 
continues with its Green designation and that SHLAA 1291 retains its Amber 
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designation. SHLAA 1294 and 3334 is considered unsuitable for allocation within this 
Plan period, but circumstances may change in the future. SHLAA 1294 and 3334 
should therefore retain their red designation. All other SHLAA sites should be 
removed from the Site Allocation Development Plan as they are unsuitable for 
development for the reasons outlined in this document.  
 
In summary: 
 
Table 2 – SHLAA ranking feedback 

SHLAA Reference 
Draft Site Allocation 

Plan rank 
Collingham residents’ 

rank 

1291 
Lilac Farm 

Amber Amber 

4065 
Piccolinos 

Green Green 

1294 and 3334 
South of A58 

Red Red 

2135 and 1251 
North of A58 

Red Red* 

1293 
Harewood Road 

Amber Red* 

1292 
Jewitt Lane 

Red Red* 

*Sites marked with an asterisk should be removed from the Site Allocation 
process in their entirety. The Parish Council, Neighbourhood Plan Group and 
Collingham residents consider them wholly unsuitable for consideration for 
development. 

 
The residents of Collingham support the proposed development of Thorp Arch 
Trading Estate (SHLAA 1055) and are supportive of proposals to investigate the 
feasibility for housing at Spen Common SHLAAs 3391 and 3152.  
 
Working cooperatively and with the support of villagers; landowners; planners; 
Parish and Ward councillors, there is a real opportunity for housing providers to be 
enablers of participatory placemaking to contribute to a successful, sustainable and 
vibrant village community. 
 
The production of a balanced and informed Neighbourhood Plan will greatly assist in 
ensuring that the village retains its uniqueness and continues to be a place where 
people want to live and one that provides opportunities to promote health, 
wellbeing and a sense of community. 
 
In effect ‘enhancing our quality of life and the environment we live in’  
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Introduction 
Responses to the Neighbourhood Plan consultation suggest that the village of 
Collingham is large enough to have a variety of assets yet small enough to retain a 
sense of community. 
 
However it is recognised that over the next 5-20 years, further development will take 
place in Collingham.  How do we ensure that any such development contributes to 
‘placemaking’ and complements and enhances the essential features of Collingham 
as a village and village life? 
 
People like living in Collingham! 
 
The Parish Plan (2009) and the Village Neighbourhood Survey (2012 & 2013) 
captured the views of residents on the character of the village and their aspirations 
for its future. 
 
The Village Design Statement (2010) designated a conservation area in the older part 
of the village and recorded various character area appraisals and recommendations. 
These documents have been used extensively in identifying issues significant to the 
site allocation process and neighbourhood planning. 
 
This document constitutes Collingham’s response to the Leeds consultation on its 
Draft Site Allocations Development Plan. It captures the views and opinions of the 
residents of Collingham as gathered through public consultation.  
 
All of this material will contribute to the Policies and Plans included in the final 
Neighbourhood Plan. 
 
Collingham lies within the Outer North East Leeds area and has eight SHLAA sites – 
1251, 1291, 1292, 1293, 1294, 2135, 3334 and 4065 – which are consolidated into six  
sites proposed for development (SHLAAs 1294 & 3334 form one single proposed 
development and SHLAAs 1251 & 2135 for another single proposed development). 
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Methodology 
The Collingham Neighbourhood Planning Committee fully supports the ideal of 
positive planning as required by the National Planning Policy Framework. Collingham 
has undertaken considerable activity to engage with the local community and to 
establish its feedback on site allocations and to determine both the benefits and 
drawbacks to development. It is this feedback that has been used to arrive at the 
conclusions in this report. 
 
Importantly, the village has focused on where it can live with development as well as 
where development would be opposed and the output from both consultation 
exercises has been absolutely clear. 
 
 
First consultation – September 2012 
Collingham has undertaken two consultation exercises. The first consisted of a 
village-wide survey which parishioners could complete by paper or online, and a 
supporting walk-in meeting was held in September 2012 where SHLAA sites were 
presented for village consideration. 
 
The output of that first consultation activity formed Collingham’s initial submission 
to Andrew Birkbeck and the elected Ward Councillors for Harewood. It nominated 
SHLAAs 1291 and 1294 & 3334 (which are part of the same proposed development) 
as Amber with the rest very firmly ranked as Red. 
 
The first consultation output however, was not used as part of the discussion 
between Ward Councillors and Leeds City Council Planning Department and the 
Parish feedback did not form part of the Red-Amber-Green ranking process as 
intended, despite having been exceptionally well prepared.  
 
 
Second consultation – June 2013 
The second consultation exercise was held in June 2013 and around 280 Collingham 
residents attended the walk-in meeting hosted in the village hall. Drawings were 
presented showing all Collingham’s SHLAA sites annotated with comments 
abstracted from the Leeds City Council Draft Site Allocations Plan and comments 
prepared by Collingham Neighbourhood Planning Committee. The latter were largely 
derived from the September 2012 consultation. Where they exist, proposed plans 
from developers and landowners were also displayed. 
 
Alec Shelbrooke MP, Councillor Matthew Robinson, Ian Mackay of Leeds City Council 
and elected members of Collingham with Linton Parish Council also attended the 
walk-in meeting. On the second day of the meeting, an open Question & Answer 
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session was held with questions fielded by Ian Mackay, Councillor Robinson and 
Julian Holmes, who acted as host.  
 
Villagers were invited to provide their thoughts on: 

1. the Leeds City Council comments from the Draft Site Allocations Plan,  
2. whether they considered sites suitable for development 
3. the strategic sites proposed at Thorp Arch Trading Estate & Spen Common.  
4. green space within the parish 
5. the proposal to classify Collingham as a Local Centre (rather than a village).  

 
Comments forms were made available within the meeting and online and 
parishioners could also comment via a collection box within the Post Office. 
 
Collingham Neighbourhood Plan walk-in meeting, 30 June 2013 

 
 
In total, 204 feedback forms were received, which contained 475 comments on 
individual topics and SHLAAs & developments. These comments were entered 
verbatim into a spreadsheet and were broken down into their component elements. 
In addition, comments were broken down into their relevance by SHLAA/site and 
were classified as either Pro (i.e. in favour of development on a site) or Con (i.e. 
opposed to development on a site) to establish a general parish view by site. 
 
 
Consultation output 
The output from the consultation exercise was analysed and discussed in detail over 
several weekly meetings of the Collingham Neighbourhood Plan Group. The output 
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and the comments from the exercise have been explored in detail across each site in 
turn and were developed to form this document. 
 
In addition, the general village comments were analysed and assessed and these are 
presented as a standalone section. All the comment forms have been retained as an 
evidence base and can be made available upon request. 
 
The output from the two consultation exercises was directly comparable and the 
favoured or least objectionable sites remain the same across both activities. This 
output is summarised on the following page. 
 

 

Consultation output summary 

 SHLAA 1291 is the least objectionable site to residents of Collingham and 

should retain its Amber status. 

 SHLAA 4065 is a brownfield site and should retain its Green status. 

 SHLAAs 1294 and 3334 (which are proposed as one single development across 

dual ownership) are the next least negative sites. Collingham does not wish to 

see these sites being developed and, as a result, they should retain their Red 

ranking. These sites are, however, clearly preferred to other “Red” sites and 

should further sites be required in the future, these would be proposed. 

 SHLAAs 2135 and 1251 were strongly rejected by residents of Collingham and 

should retain their Red ranking or be removed from the allocation process. 

 SHLAA 1293 was very strongly rejected as being suitable for development by 

Collingham residents and should have its Amber status turned to “Red”. This 

site should also be removed from the allocations process. 

 SHLAA 1292 was considered inappropriate for housing and should retain its 

Red position; it too should be removed from the allocation process. 

 

 In terms of where Collingham residents believe they could live with 

development, SHLAAs 1291 and 4065 are deemed acceptable. 

 In terms of where Collingham residents believe they could not live with 

development, SHLAAs 1251, 1292, 1293 and 2135 are deemed wholly 

unacceptable. 

 The strength of consideration of Collingham residents between the first three 

proposed developments and the latter three sites means that SHLAAs 2135, 

1251, 1293 and 1292 should be removed entirely from the Site Allocation 

process. 
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 SHLAA 1055 Thorp Arch Trading Estate – the residents of Collingham believe 

this is a good location for housing development. 

 

 SHLAA 3152 and 3391 Spen Common – the residents of Collingham think this 

has potential for housing development and support the proposed feasibility 

study. 
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General comments applicable to any development in Collingham 
 
The following comments have been provided in relation to all the proposed sites in 
Collingham: 
 

Category Comment 

Character Collingham retains an individual character, which helps define it as 
a village; residents are clear that any development permitted 
must not detract from that character. This means that amenities 
and open space must be retained and impact on green fields and 
Green Belt land must be minimised. Development must not 
encourage the merging of Collingham with its neighbouring 
parishes. 

General 
Infrastructure 

Before Collingham can accept any more development, plans must 
be put in place to develop the supporting infrastructure; this 
includes adequate schooling, roads, drainage, public transport, 
communication (such as broadband) and health care provision. 
Improvements should be provided in advance of any housing 
development and not retrospectively after development has been 
allowed to begin. 

Traffic The volume and the speed of traffic is a major concern amongst 
the residents of Collingham. Before Collingham can accept any 
more development, plans must be put in place to show how traffic 
is going to be managed along both the A58 and A659 corridors. 
These plans need to consider how the junctions of Harewood 
Road and A58 and the A58 with Wattle Syke will cope with 
increased traffic. Improvements should be provided in advance of 
any housing development. 
 
Further afield, the junction of A61 and A659 suffers chronic 
congestion with queues regularly 1.5 miles long. With increasing 
housing in Outer North West Leeds and also in north Bradford 
traffic will only increase; similarly this route is used as access to 
Leeds/Bradford Airport. Expansion plans will increase traffic 
through Collingham and we do not want traffic queuing through 
East Keswick and into Collingham. It is also noted that this is an 
HGV route to Otley and beyond. 
 
Consideration should be given to providing housing closer to the 
main employment centres and also close to cycle infrastructure. 
Collingham is served poorly by both. 

Ridge lines Collingham is a hilly village with numerous ridgelines – the 
protection of these ridges has been identified within the 
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Category Comment 

Collingham Parish Plan and Village Design Statement. Any 
development must respect these ridgelines and ensure new 
houses do not dominate views from elsewhere in the village. 

Flooding Collingham has a history of flooding, both from the River Wharfe 
and from the Beck that flows through the village centre. Any 
development should be directed away from the flood zones of 
Collingham Beck and The River Wharfe. Any permitted 
developments must not increase the risk of future flooding. 
Priority should be given to sites downstream from the flood zone 
or to sites at a considerable distance from the fields that directly 
or indirectly contribute towards flooding of the floodplain or 
drainage within the village. 

Wildlife Local flora and fauna is an important component of Collingham’s 
rural environment. Habitat surveys would be required and 
mitigation measures would need to be included to protect any 
wildlife affected by any development. Species commented on 
include bats, barn owls, tawny owls, woodpecker and deer. 
Specific to some of the sites might be species appropriate to flood 
zone or meadow habitats. 

Wetherby Wetherby is Collingham’s nearest major urban settlement. 
Facilities already struggle to cope with demand and plans need to 
provide for additional general infrastructure and, for example, 
additional grocery retail space and additional vehicle parking. 

Housing 
demand 

Comments would suggest that there is a demand for more 
affordable housing. Any housing provided in Collingham is likely to 
be expensive and only the proportion set aside as affordable 
would be available to help meet this demand.  

 

The majority of residents do not want housing development in Collingham; the initial 

consultation exercise held in September 2012 identified that over 70% of residents 

do not want any further development within Collingham. The second consultation 

event held in June 2013 asked residents the question:  

 

“If Leeds were to allocate any housing sites in Collingham which of the sites do you 

think might be acceptable?”  

 

This resulted in 180 responses from a total of 204 comment form returns (24 people 

declined to answer this question presumably as a “none” option was not provided). 

The results are: 

 



 

Page 12   Collingham Neighbourhood Plan, July 2013 

 

Table 1 – comment form summary 

SHLAA Reference 
Number saying a 

site could be  
acceptable 

% of 180 question  
respondents 

% of all 204 
comment forms 

received 

1291 Lilac Farm 98 54 48 

4065 Piccolinos 80 44 39 

1294 and 3334 
South of A58 

76 42 37 

2135 and 1251 
north of A58 

49 27 24 

1293 Harewood 
Road 

49 27 24 

1292 Jewitt Lane 44 24 21 

 

Specific comments in relation to each site follows. 
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Plot 1 - SHLAA 1291, land at Lilac Farm 

Green Belt site.  
 
Comment in the draft Site Allocations Development Plan prepared by Leeds: 
 

1. The development of the site would lead to the partial rounding off of the 
settlement given that some linear development presently exists along Main 
Street (albeit half of which is washed over by Green Belt) and existing 
residential development is also present to the west.  

2. Any development would also be well contained by the road (Wattle Syke) 
along its eastern boundary. 

3. No strong defensive boundary would exist to the long south side boundary of 
the site. 

4. No coalescence would occur as the surrounding settlements would remain 
well separated from Collingham.  

5. Highway concerns regarding poor accessibility of the site. 
 
All of the above comments are backed up by feedback from the walk-in consultation. 
 
 
Other comments collated by the Collingham Neighbourhood Planning Group: 

1. The plot is Green Belt and could only be developed following a Green Belt 
review. 

2. If the whole of this site were developed then it is likely that Lady Elizabeth 
Hastings Trust would support the construction of a new farmstead. The 
strength of comment received suggests this should be a prerequisite of any 
development. The continuation of the farm would help support the 
continuation of farming and associated businesses in Collingham. 

3. In its current form, the existing farm buildings and location may not allow the 
farm businesses to be viable into the medium term. 

4. There is no footway on Jewitt Lane and it is discontinuous on School Lane. 
Investigations would have to resolve how pedestrian access to Collingham 
centre and primary school could be provided safely and this would have to be 
included in any planning agreement. One opportunity to provide safe access 
may be provided by combining development of SHLAA 4065 (Piccolinos 
Restaurant) with this site. 

5. Not on flood plain and drainage downstream of main flood worry – would 
need to make sure any development contains runoff which currently impacts 
on some houses and the A58. 

6. Impact on long-range views would need to be mitigated particularly when 
viewed from Compton, but also when viewed from A58, as there is a 
dominant ridgeline. 
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7. Sensitive design will be required in the vicinity of Jewitt Lane and the houses 
adjacent to A58 to ensure that new properties complement existing 
properties. Slopes are steep and towards existing properties. 

8. The site has minimal defensible boundary to the south, this may encourage 
future expansion towards Birdale Field Lane. 

9. Additional comments indicate residents recognise this site as being close to 
village centre but note concerns about footpath access being discontinuous. 

10. Some comments suggested restricted or no vehicular access to this site from 
Jewitt Lane in order to eliminate the potential for a “rat run” from Compton 
Lane. 

11. Consideration needs to be given to a possible historic quarry backfilled with 
unknown material. 

12. Comments were generally supportive of the fact that this site is close to the 
village centre and amenities. 

13. Comments suggest that development of this site may have less impact on the 
existing village than development at the other sites. 

 
 
Conclusion 
There were 73 comments relating to this site in total – 28 were supportive of this site 
being considered and 45 opposed development. There were several positive points 
from a planning perspective, which centred around ease of access from Wattle Syke 
and the lack of impact on flooding in Collingham as the site would drain into the 
River Wharfe downstream of the Beck. It is likely that collaborative design and 
appropriate engineering as part of any future development can overcome the 
opposing points.  
 
When Collingham residents were asked which sites might be acceptable if Leeds 
were to allocate any housing sites in Collingham, this site came top.  
 
On the basis of the feedback from both consultation exercises, this site should 
remain Amber.
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Plot 2 – SHLAA 1292, land south of Leeds Road (A58) 
Green Belt sites.  
 
Comment in the draft Site Allocations Development Plan prepared by Leeds - SHLAA 
1294 
 

1. The southern part of the site juts out from the existing settlement form and 
has no defensible boundary containing it, which could set a precedent for 
further sprawl into Green Belt.  

2. Highways concerns raised due to the narrow road frontage and poor 
accessibility to services. 

 
Comments from the walk in meeting generally do not support the above. The steeply 
sloping ground is perceived to form a defensible boundary, and access from A58 is 
recognised as being good. 
 
Comment in the draft Site Allocations Development Plan prepared by Leeds -  SHLAA 
3334 

1. The development of the site would constitute a significant encroachment into 
the Green Belt. The site is detached from the settlement of Collingham, unless 
adjacent sites are developed first.  

2. The site is further separated from the northern part of Collingham by 
Collingham Beck. The site boundary does not follow any field boundaries so 
no strong defensible boundaries currently exist.  

3. A mature tree belt is present along the north-east boundary of the site which 
creates a strong existing boundary to the existing settlement, even if the 
adjacent site (1294) was developed. A protected mature tree belt also exists 
diagonally across the site which could further restrict its development 
potential. 

4. Highways concerns re access. 
 
Comments received as a result of the walk-in meeting partially agree with the above, 
but the impact of sprawl may be less due to the fact topography shields the site from 
view. Further, access from A58 is perceived as good, as this section of road is straight 
and could have excellent line of sight both into and out of the village. 
 
Other comments collated by the Neighbourhood Planning committee: 

1. The plot is Green Belt and could only be developed following a Green Belt 
review. 

2. The drainage of surface water will be into Collingham Beck.  Proposals need to 
provide adequate sustainable drainage and flood protection. This is the 
greatest concern for this site recorded on the comments forms. 
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3. If developed sensitively would not impact on lines of sight and the fields that 
surround and frame Collingham. Particularly the part of the site located in a 
bowl. 

4. There is an opportunity to include some benefits for residents including a 
footpath from A58 to Compton Lane, provision of Green Space and expansion 
of Cuddy Wood. 

5. Mature hedgerows and trees would need to be protected through the 
planning process.  

6. Extension towards Bardsey but the boundary is steep and therefore defensible 
and hidden from view. 

7. Development would result in the loss of good quality agricultural land.  
8. Would need to make sure any development contains runoff, which currently 

impacts on some houses. 
9. The site is close to some of the village amenities. 
10. The site extends significantly along the A58 causing a perception of ribbon 

development. This could be reduced if the site was only partially developed. 
 
Conclusion 
There were 56 comments about this site in total – 30 were supportive of 
consideration for development and 26 opposed the sites’ inclusion within the 
process. Again, there were several positive points from a planning perspective, which 
focused on ease of vehicular access, the fact that the site is well contained within its 
topographical features and its proximity to village amenities. It is likely that 
collaborative design and appropriate engineering can overcome the opposing points.  
 
Special attention would have to be given to flood management and water run-off as 
this site directly impacts Collingham Beck; as outlined above, this was the primary 
source of concern for residents. Other concerns focused around the potential for 
ribbon development extending along the A58 and elongating the village out of 
Collingham. 
 
When asked if Leeds were to allocate any housing sites in Collingham, which site 
might be acceptable, this site came third. 
 
This site should remain Red, but it should also be noted that this site is distinctly 
preferable to SHLAA 2135, SHLAA 1251, SHLAA 1292 and SHLAA 1293.
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Plot 3A – SHLAA 2135, land north of Leeds Road (A58) 
PAS site 
 
Comment in the draft Site Allocations Development Plan prepared by Leeds. 

1. Designated as PAS (protected area of search) on the existing UDP, not within 
the Green Belt.  

2. Access to the site appears to be difficult to achieve as Collingham Beck runs 
adjacent to Leeds Road. As such a bridge would be required across the beck to 
allow access to the site from Leeds Road. 

3. Furthermore, a significant part of the site (30%+ is situated in flood zones 3b 
(washland) and 3a (high risk), which reduces the developable area of the site. 
Therefore, whilst the site is not within the Green Belt, access and flooding 
provide significant constraints. 

 
Comments from the walk in meeting are generally positive with respect to access 
from A58, otherwise they reflect the above. 
 
Other comments collated by the Neighbourhood Planning committee: 

1. Not Green Belt, but a green field. In 1999 this site was designated as a PAS 
site. This means it was believed to have potential for future development. 

2. Proposals have been drawn up to manage flooding. These are currently being 
assessed by The Environment Agency. These proposals are thought to be 
beneficial to downstream properties.  
 
Comments from the walk in meeting were sceptical about the likely success of 
these protection measures. One commented that we should develop the site 
that provides increased flood protection. 
 

3. The Environment Agency’s Flood Map has been revised to take into account 
the extent of 2007 flooding event. No housing is planned on the functional 
flood plain.  
 
Comments from the walk in meeting suggest that the flood map has been 
changed in error and there is anecdotal evidence of flooding on a number of 
occasions beyond that shown on the flood map. 
 

4. This site shares a boundary with more properties than the others. 
5. This plot opens up SHLAA 1251 for development, and then possibly SHLAA 

1293. This creates a progressive merging of Collingham with both Bardsey and 
East Keswick. 

6. The remaining trees on A58 will need to be protected through the planning 
process. They help screen any new development from view and therefore 
minimise the perception of sprawl towards Bardsey. 
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7. Early discussions have indicated an opportunity to include some benefits for 
residents including a footpath from A58 to Harewood Road and the provision 
of Green Space, which includes the whole of the flood plain and basin.  

8. Would need to make sure any development contains runoff, which currently 
impacts on some houses. 

9. The site is relatively close to some of the village amenities. 
10. The National Planning Policy Framework does not allow building on a flood 

plain. See paragraphs 100 to 102. Following the site allocations process and 
Neighbourhood Planning it is likely that other sites would be available for 
housing and therefore this site would not pass the Sequential Test, 
particularly if broadened out to include the whole of the characteristic area. 
 

 
Conclusion 
There were 52 comments about this site – 11 were supportive and 41 oppose 
development. Most comments relate to flooding and water management and there 
is a perception that any development on or close to the flood zone will increase the 
flood risk. 
 
The extent of the emotive nature of this issue should not be underestimated and 
anyone supporting this scheme would have to be prepared and able to manage this 
reality. In addition to flood management special attention will be required to 
minimise impact of the new development on existing properties. 
 
In the event that it is proven that the land is not on the flood plain then this site has 
some benefits from a planning perspective, potentially good access from the A58, 
which is a straight section of road at this point and which could have good sight lines 
both into and out of the village. 
 
In summary, this site should not be allocated for housing. The site should remain red 
or be removed from the process entirely.  
 
The landowner has submitted flood risk assessment and mitigation proposals to The 
Environment Agency. In the event that these are not approved then consideration 
should be given to returning this site to Green Belt. 
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Plot 3B – SHLAA 1251, land north of Leeds Road (A58) 
Green Belt site.  
 
 
Comment in the draft Site Allocations Development Plan prepared by Leeds 

1. Development of the site would be contingent on the prior development of site 
2135 for access. The southern part of the site is also within flood zone 3a (high 
risk), 3b (washland) and 2 (medium) 

 
Other comments collated by the Neighbourhood Planning committee: 

1. The plot is Green Belt and could only be developed following a Green Belt 
review. 

2. The proposed Flood prevention scheme represents about half of this site. The 
developer wishes to allocate the remainder to housing. 

3. Construction on this plot opens up future development on SHLAA 1293.  
4. Development would result in the loss of good quality agricultural land. 

 
 
This site is proposed in conjunction with SHLAA 2135 and the same comments apply 
to this SHLAA. Please see the comments above about SHLAA 2135. 
  



 

Page 20   Collingham Neighbourhood Plan, July 2013 

Plot 4 – SHLAA 1293, land at Harewood Road 
Green Belt site.  
 
Comment in the draft Site Allocations Development Plan prepared by Leeds. 

1. Existing residential development is present to the north and east of the site. 
As such development of the site would partially round off the settlement. 

2. A significant Green Belt gap would remain with Bardsey/Rigton Hill to the 
south-west with the disused railway and tree line providing a defensible 
boundary to prevent further sprawl to the south of the site. 

3. Highway concerns regarding poor accessibility of the site. 
 
Collingham Parish Council and the Collingham Neighbourhood Plan Group wish to 
advise that it does not consider points 1 and 2 above to be correct. Development on 
SHLAA 1293 would constitute significant ribbon development and extensive 
encroachment into the Green Belt; further, the defensible boundary to the south no 
longer exists, which could prompt development as far as Collingham Beck. 
 
Comments from the walk in meeting also strongly reject points 1 and 2 above. For 
residents, this site represents unacceptable encroachment into the Green Belt and it 
is not acceptable to remove the green boundary between Collingham and East 
Keswick. 
 
 
Other comments collated by the Neighbourhood Planning committee: 

1. The plot is Green Belt and could only be developed following a Green Belt 
review. 

2. Not included in detail at the September 2012 public event as this site had been 
ruled out due to impact on a key view (see page 11 of the Village Design 
Statement). 

3. This site would be developed in conjunction with the next two fields west. 
These are in the parish of East Keswick. East Keswick will receive the 
Community Infrastructure Levy contribution yet residents would rely on the 
infrastructure and services in Collingham. 

4. The defensible boundary claimed by Leeds no longer exists.  
5. Sensitive design will be required in order to prevent the impression of ribbon 

development and sprawl. 
6. The Green Belt gap to the Parish of East Keswick would be removed. The Green 

Belt gap to the Parish of Bardsey-cum-Rigton would be cut to one field.  
7. Mature hedgerows and trees would need to be protected through the planning 

process. 
8. The development would dominate the view on the approach into Collingham 

from Leeds. 
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9. The drainage of surface water will be into Collingham Beck.  Proposals need to 
provide adequate sustainable drainage and flood protection. 

10. Development would result in the loss of good quality agricultural land. 
11. Would need to make sure any development contains runoff. 
 
Conclusion  
There were 52 comments in total, 3 supporting consideration for inclusion within 
the Allocation Process and 49 opposing development. Significant engineering 
works and mitigation measures would be required to overcome these opposing 
comments. 
 
The main positive points from a planning perspective suggested in the Leeds Draft 
Site Allocation Plan relate rounding off the village and strong defensible 
boundaries. Both of these are strongly refuted by the Collingham Parish Council, 
the Neighbourhood Plan Group and by Collingham residents. The proposed 
development includes over 500m of Harewood Road replacing open countryside 
with additional house frontages causing a perception of extensive ribbon 
development and would elongate the village further. 
 
Residents also rejected SHLAA 1293 on the basis that this plot opens up SHLAA 
1251 for development, and then possibly SHLAA 2135. This creates a progressive 
merging of Collingham with both Bardsey and East Keswick that the parish finds 
unacceptable. 

 
This site was excluded from our September 2012 consultation due the impact on 
an important view as recorded in the Village Design Statement. The latest version 
of the Core Strategy now recognises the importance of views and therefore this 
should be given increased material weight. It is also commented that the site 
would be visible in the opposite direction from A58 from where it would 
dominate the views from Bardsey-cum-Rigton. 
 
Plans being considered for 1293 include the three fields immediately west of 
SHLAA 1293. The proposal presented at the walk-in meeting showed housing 
extending as far west as Wharfe Rein as this has been identified as proposed 
contemporaneous development by the landowner’s agent.  
 
This site should not be allocated for housing. The site should revert to Red or be 
removed from the process entirely. 
 
 

  



 

Page 22   Collingham Neighbourhood Plan, July 2013 

Plot 5 – SHLAA 1292, paddock at Jewitt Lane 
Green Belt site.  
 
Comment in the draft Site Allocations Development Plan prepared by Leeds. 
 

1. The site is within the existing settlement of Collingham, not within the Green 
Belt. 

2. Highways concerns re access to the site and the existing highway network.  
3. The site slopes significantly and mature trees surround the narrow entrance to 

the existing dwelling on site which reduces development potential. 
 
Comments from the walk-in meeting – our Village design Statement includes an 
abstract from the UDP, this shows the land is Green Belt. 
 
Other comments collated by the Neighbourhood Planning committee: 

1. The plot is Green Belt and could only be developed following a Green Belt 
review. See UDP drawing in the Village Design Statement. 

2. Not included in detail at the September 2012 public event as this site had 
been ruled out due to the impact on Jewitt Lane, and the impact on 
prominent trees. The trees are of historic importance. 

3. A public right of way crosses the middle of the site. This is an ancient Right Of 
Way linking Compton to St Oswald’s church. 

4. New housing would dominate the existing and would be clearly visible from 
long-range views. Sensitive design will be required to ensure that new 
properties complement existing properties. Slopes are steep 

5. Mature hedgerows and trees would need to be protected through the 
planning process. 

6. Only a proportion of this site is available as a joint owner has indicated she 
would not sell. 

7. Access would be from just below the brow of a hill on the tiny Jewitt Lane. 
8. Would need to make sure any development contains runoff. 

 
Conclusion  
There were 26 comments in total, 7 supportive and 19 opposing development. 
 
The owner of approximately a third of the site has written to Leeds asking for this 
part to be removed.  
 
This site is unsuitable for housing the site should remain Red or should be 
removed from the process entirely.  
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Plot 6 – SHLAA 4065, Piccolinos, Wetherby Road  
 
 
Comment in the draft Site Allocations Development Plan 
 

1. The site is currently an established restaurant with car parking, situated within 
the existing settlement.  

2. Acceptable for residential development in principle (previous residential use 
granted approval, now expired).  

3. The west side of the site is situated within the conservation area, which would 
be taken into consideration at detailed design stage. 

 
Other comments collated by the Neighbourhood Planning committee: 
 

1. Collingham did not know about this SHLAA site. 
2. This is one of the few employment sites in Collingham. 
3. The site is brown field and would not contribute to sprawl or ribbon 

development. 
4. The site is close to the village centre. 
5. Piccolinos is recognised as an important leisure facility and is therefore an 

important asset. 
 
Conclusion 
There were 26 comments in total, 8 supportive and 18 opposing development. 
 
Access on to the A58 is recognised as a problem due to high traffic volumes, but 
presumably there would be fewer vehicle movements if the site were residential. 
Also one commented that traffic through Collingham would be reduced, as 
restaurant traffic would be eliminated.  
 
If developed in conjunction with SHLAA 1291, this site would resolve site access to 
SHLAA 1291. 
 
This site could be suitable for development and should remain Green. 
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SHLAA 1055 Thorp Arch Trading Estate 

Brownfield site.  

Comment in the draft Site Allocations Development Plan prepared by Leeds. 

1. Major brownfield site suitable for large scale development in principle. 
2. The wider development of Thorp Arch Trading Estate is likely to require 

commercial, employment, leisure, education and greenspace supporting 
elements in order to create a comprehensive and sustainable masterplan 
for the area. 

3. Any development of this scale would be required to invest significantly in 
public transport measures and a new relief road. 

These are backed up by comments from the walk in meeting. 

Other comments collated by the Neighbourhood Planning committee: 

1. Pepper potting new development around existing villages will have too 
great an impact on infrastructure. Much better to design a large scheme 
with its own infrastructure, for example transport, schools, childcare, GP 
surgery, access to roads, drainage, green space, community halls, post 
office, pub and village shops. 

2. Developing on this brownfield site will not impact on valuable agricultural 
land. 

3. Creating a new village in its own right will allow a brand new integrated 
community to be developed. 

4. Comments generally suggest access to the A1 is seen as a positive from 
this site as it does not mean an increase in traffic through existing villages. 
This is reliant on the proposed relief road and it must be noted that access 
to the A1 will be via Wetherby including a one lane overbridge and a small 
roundabout. This may introduce congestion at this location. 

5. Would appear to be little impact on existing villages and communities. 
6. Little impact on wildlife. 
7. Close to possible employment opportunities. 
8. Large site would benefit from economies of scale and resulting house 

prices would be more affordable than many of the villages in Outer North 
East Leeds. 

 
Conclusion 
There were 68 comments in total, 47 supportive and 21 opposing development. 
There are several positive points from a planning perspective. Comments recognised 
that the proposals represent a good use of brownfield land and it is much more likely 
that infrastructure will be appropriate for the 21st century than piecemeal 
development in existing communities.  
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The opposing comments were generally seeking investment in the villages of Leeds 
to support a demand for housing for both young and elderly. 
 
This site should remain green. 
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SHLAA 3391 and 3152 Spen Common 
Green Belt Site 
Comment in the draft Site Allocations Development Plan prepared by Leeds. 
 

1. Development of the site would create a significant new settlement within the 
Green Belt.  

2. The site could be a suitable alternative option given its scale if a sustainable 
settlement could be planned. Additional information is required to assess the 
sites sustainability and capacity credentials, including a detailed feasibility 
study and masterplan. 

These are backed up by comments from the walk in meeting. 

Other comments collated by the Neighbourhood Planning committee: 

1. The plot is Green Belt and could only be developed following a Green Belt 
review. 

2. The land is agricultural and we should not support losing valuable agricultural 
land. It is likely however that by good design in this purpose built settlement 
the overall density of housing achieved will be greater than elsewhere in 
Outer North East Leeds, thus potentially taking less farmland. 

3. Pepper potting new development around existing villages will have too great 
an impact on infrastructure. Much better to design a large scheme with its 
own infrastructure, for example transport, schools, childcare, GP surgery, 
access to roads, drainage, green space, community halls, post office, pub and 
village shops. 

4. Creating a new village in its own right will allow a brand new integrated 
community to be developed. 

5. Comments generally suggest access to the A1 is seen as a positive from this 
site as it does not mean an increase in traffic through existing villages. Access 
to A64 is also beneficial for access to Leeds and York. 

6. The site would effectively create a new town which might compete with 
Wetherby. This could be looked upon as beneficial as Wetherby struggles to 
support its role as a major urban settlement, or damaging if it leads to the 
decline of Wetherby. 

7. Would appear to be little impact on existing villages and communities. 

8. Large site would benefit from economies of scale and resulting house prices 
would be more affordable than many of the villages in Outer North East 
Leeds. 
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9. Profits through sale of the land would be retained by the University of Leeds 
and may therefore support the improvement and growth of the University, 
bringing benefits to the whole of Leeds. 

Conclusion 
There were 38 comments in total, 26 supportive and 12 opposing development. 
There are several positive points from a planning perspective. The comments 
recognised that the proposals represent a good use of land and it is much more likely 
that infrastructure will be appropriate for the 21st century than piecemeal 
development in existing communities.  
 
The opposing comments were generally seeking investment in the villages of Leeds 
to support a demand for housing for both young and elderly. 
 
This site should be considered further through feasibility assessment and master 
planning. 
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Open Space Reference Numbers 1523, 1525, 1591, 1609, and 1686 
Collingham 
 
All the above sites should be included as Green Space. 
 
109 comments were received relating to Green Space. Many of the general public 
have not recognised the difference between open countryside and land designated 
as Green space for public use. 
 
Collingham is lucky to have a number of public green spaces close to the heart of the 
village, and many commented that this provides character to the village. Any new 
development needs to therefore replicate this character by providing well located 
and well designed open space.  
 
There was also concern expressed about sufficiency of leisure and play facilities in 
the event that development takes place and the population increases. Consideration 
needs to be given to providing alternative facilities in conjunction with development. 
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Collingham Lower Order Local Centre (Plan 6.2B) 
 
The Parish Council and Neighbourhood Planning Committee were not consulted on 
this proposed designation. It is understood that this designation has been 
determined by considering the range of retail facilities provided at a specific point in 
time. There is concern that this centre may not always be viable and with a 
designation as Local Centre it may be difficult to find alternative uses for this land it 
is in the heart of the Conservation Area and the area needs to be maintained 
accordingly. 
 
There is no practicable opportunity for expanding the retail function at this location. 
Difficulties arise due to poor access, parking is very limited and, due to the alignment 
of the nearby road junctions, bus stops are a little remote. 
 
127 people provided comments about whether Collingham should be a Local Centre. 
82% disagreed. Collingham is a village and should have village facilities. Being 
considered as a local centre will impact adversely on the sense of community. There 
is a concern that this designation if not consciously then subliminally increases the 
likelihood of housing development coming to Collingham. Very few of the existing 
facilities can be classed as encouraging a sustainable society, already the vast 
majority of customers travel by car. 
 
The boundary of the Local Centre should include the whole of the Elizabeth Court 
and Hastings Court car parks, and the beer garden and play ground of the Half Moon 
public house. 
 
Conclusion 
It is not understood why the Site Allocation Plan needs to identify the Lower Order 
Local Centres as there is no plan for an increase in retail space. Therefore this 
designation should be removed.  
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Overall Conclusions 
 
From the consistent output from the two consultation activities undertaken within 
Collingham over site allocations, it is clear that there are two “least objectionable” 
sites within the parish, which may be suitable for consideration. 
 
Leeds City Council’s assessment of two of the SHLAAs is broadly agreed with by 
Collingham residents and the Red-Amber-Green status of these sites is in line with 
the majority view within the village. 
 
SHLAA 1291 should remain Amber and SHLAA 4065 should remain Green; while 
there are some considerations to be factored into progressing these sites, most 
residents’ views mirror those of Leeds City Council. 
 
Table 2 – SHLAA ranking feedback 

SHLAA Reference 
Draft Site Allocation 

Plan rank 
Collingham residents’ 

rank 

1291 
Lilac Farm 

Amber Amber 

4065 
Piccolinos 

Green Green 

1294 and 3334 
South of A58 

Red Red 

2135 and 1251 
North of A58 

Red Red* 

1293 
Harewood Road 

Amber Red* 

1292 
Jewitt Lane 

Red Red* 

 
*sites marked with an asterisk should be removed from the allocation process. 

 
SHLAAs 1294 and 3334 (which are being considered as a single development) should 
remain Red. Although this is the next least negative option for Collingham residents, 
there are concerns about the impact on green space and Green Belt, as well as the 
need for consideration for water run-off that will affect Collingham Beck. 
 
SHLAAs 2135 and 1251 (which are being considered as a single development) should 
remain Red and should be removed from the allocation process. Development on 
these sites would be unacceptable to Collingham residents primarily due to concerns 
over the impact on flooding in the village, which remains a highly emotive subject. 
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SHLAA 1293 should revert to Red status and should be removed from the allocation 
process. Development on this site would be wholly unacceptable to Collingham due 
to the impact on Green Belt, the erosion of the boundary between the neighbouring 
parish of East Keswick and because of the adverse impact on ridgelines and open 
views, which have been identified as requiring protection in the Village Design 
Statement. Engineering and design works could not eradicate these issues and 
development on this site would be very actively opposed. 
 
SHLAA 1292 should remain Red and be removed from this process. Its location, its 
topography, its split-ownership and its importance as a Green Belt site mean this site 
is unsuitable for development. 
 
The residents of Collingham support the proposed development of Thorp Arch 
Trading Estate (SHLAA 1055) and are supportive of proposals to investigate the 
feasibility for housing at Spen Common SHLAAs 3391 and 3152.  
 
The residents of Collingham support the inclusion of all the sites on Plan 6.5A as 
Green Space. 
 
Consideration should be given to removing the designation Lower Order Local centre 
as it simply is not wanted or needed. 
 
The above conclusions represent robust evidence based opinions obtained through 
two public consultations. It is regrettable that the Ward Councillors did not share the 
September 2012 conclusions with the Leeds Planning Department. We request that 
this time the conclusions and opinions be given considerable weight in the analysis of 
consultation responses and drafting of the revised Site Allocation Development Plan. 
 
Residents like living in the village of Collingham and, there is an overwhelming wish 
to maintain a balance to include housing for different groups, green space and 
countryside, and a range of facilities.  
 

We want the young people of today to recognise and enjoy the Collingham of 
tomorrow! 

 


