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Document Section: 10 Addressing Climate Change

Representations

Comment ID Lpp4d

Person ID: 1176547 Name: Mr Conrad Thwaites

Agent ID: Name:
Do you consider the plan to be Legally Compliant?: No

Legal Compliance Reason:

Site ref (if applicable):

Organisation:

Organisation:

The proposals do not sufficiently take into account the benefits of reducing energy consumption of existing
buildings through enhancing insulation. The Grenfell Tower incident has caused disquiet regarding external
cladding, but done properly it is a very valuable method of reducing energy consumption. There are similar
techniques available for smaller domestic dwellings, and all such installations, large and small, should be
encouraged. Similarly, encouraging town centre living (via building re-purposing) is THE best way of
reducing the overall energy impact of people's lives. It reduces heating, travel etc.

Do you consider the plan to be Sound?:

Sound Reason:

Do you consider that the plan complies with the Duty to Co-operate?:

Duty to Co-operate Reason:
Suggested Modifications:

Additional Evidence Link:

Comment ID Lpp534

Person ID: 1129567 Name: Mr Sanjit Chaggar
Agent ID: Name:
Do you consider the plan to be Legally Compliant?: Yes

Legal Compliance Reason:

Do you consider the plan to be Sound?: No

Sound Reason:

Site ref (if applicable): LP1463

Organisation:

Organisation:



Climate change is becoming more and more of an issue, due to the pollution of the environment. This is
also causing global warming, and such other factors that are not great for Planet Earth as a whole. In
regards to this local development plan, it seems extra pollution will be created by more traffic within this
area, and with the apparent idea of a new motorway on the M62, also leading to more congestion, and
more fumes. Air quality already needs to be improved in the Brighouse area, as it is currently showing as
one of the worst in England, so how is this problem ever going to get resolved if more routes for traffic are
being created?

Do you consider that the plan complies with the Duty to Co-operate?: No

Duty to Co-operate Reason:

There is no consideration for the community already residing in the area. No solid plans on how to manage
the already growing concern regarding air quality. No thought around supporting a healthy lifestyle,
without the need for extra pollution, congestion and road safety issues from a new development. No solid
plan for traffic control or the sustainable costs that would surround this.

Suggested Modifications:

Decreasing the number of houses proposed in the plan, as there is a lack ofinfrastructure to sustain this
housing development. The number of houses proposed would require new roads and motorways for traffic
control, which is also quite costly.

Additional Evidence Link:

Main Issues and Council Response

Legal Compliance

Main Issues:
Council's Response:

Test of Soundness

Main Issues:

1. Climate Change is a significant issue, yet there are no firm plans to address air quality, support a healthy
lifestyle and control traffic whilst certain large allocations will make the situation worse.

2. Energy usage could be reduced by enhancing insulation of existing buildings and encouraging town
centre living.

Council's Response:

1. The Council acknowledges the significance of Climate Change and points to the policies on EN2 (Air
Quality), IM4 (Sustainable Travel) and the policies in Section 12 on Health and Wellbeing to assist in
addressing issues related to Climate Change. The larger allocations and in particular the two Garden
Suburbs provide an opportunity to incorporate a more sustainable approach towards development
including accessibility and active modes of travel as exemplified in Policy IM7 (Master Planning of Housing
Sites).



2. The insulation of existing buildings is not a matter that can be addressed directly through the planning
system but more appropriately through initiatives such as those being pursued by the Council’s Housing
Energy Action Team.

Duty to Co-operate
Main Issues:
Council's Response:

Suggested Modifications

1. Decreasing the number of houses proposed in the plan, as there is a lack of infrastructure to sustain this
housing development.

Council's Response:

1. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan explains how the infrastructure requirements for new development will
be met.
No modification required.



Document Section: 10.1 Paragraph

Representations

Comment ID Lpp152 Site ref (if applicable):

Person ID: 1171108 Name: Mr Brian Crossley (SNLPF) Organisation: Chairperson SNLPF
Agent ID: Name: Organisation:

Do you consider the plan to be Legally Compliant?: Yes
Legal Compliance Reason:
Do you consider the plan to be Sound?: No

Sound Reason:

Quote: Climate change "is one of the most serious environmental threats facing the world". Where are the
policies requiring higher standards of insulation or the use of modern technologies for energy efficiency,
e.g. solar heat/power, air and ground source heat pumps. Or is the Council afraid they will be too
expensive for developers, who will claim loss of profitability and just resort to the standard requirements
of building regulations. Why wait to be told what to do by Central Government, unless the Council takes a
more robust approach to Climate Change and energy efficiency nothing will ever happen.

Do you consider that the plan complies with the Duty to Co-operate?: Yes
Duty to Co-operate Reason:
Suggested Modifications:

Additional Evidence Link:

Main Issues and Council Response

Legal Compliance

Main Issues:
Council's Response:

Test of Soundness

Main Issues:

1. Where are the policies requiring higher standards of insulation or the use of modern technologies for
energy efficiency, e.g. solar heat/power, air and ground source heat pumps?



2. The Council should take a more robust approach to Climate Change and energy efficiency otherwise
nothing will ever happen.

Council's Response:

1. Whilst the Council is sympathetic to this point the Planning and De-regulation Act 2015, prevented
energy efficiency measures being included in Local Plans. Micro generation has not been included due to
the more stringent requirements of Central Government Guidance for including such policies in Local Plans.
See EV 13 Renewable and Low Carbon Energy Technical Paper (2018).

2.The Council acknowledges the significance of Climate Change and whilst the Local Plan contains policies to
help address this issue other initiatives are also being pursued by the Council such as the Energy Future
strategy (See EV 13 Renewable and Low Carbon Energy Technical Paper (2018)). The Planning and De-
regulation Act 2015, prevented energy efficiency measures being included in Local Plans.

Duty to Co-operate

Main Issues:

Council's Response:

Suggested Modifications

Council's Response:



Document Section: 10.2 Paragraph

Representations

Comment ID Lpp798 Site ref (if applicable):

Person ID: 10988 Name: Mr Anthony Rae Organisation: Coordinator Calderdale
Friends of the Earth

Agent ID: Name: Organisation:

Do you consider the plan to be Legally Compliant?:
Legal Compliance Reason:

Do you consider the plan to be Sound?: No

Sound Reason:

This issue is particularly discussed in our Overview Paper. We strongly welcome the emphasised focus on a
response to climate change presented in this section. However, without justification or explanation, the
information presented in previous LP versions to the Calderdale local carbon reduction target (e.g July
2017 'For the Local Plan period to 2032 ensuring compliance with the national reduction profile requires
about a 43.7% reduction' accompanied by table 10.1 identifying 'greenhouse gas emission targets for
Calderdale to 2050) has been omitted. This is unacceptable for two reasons, additional to the absence of
an explanation for the removal: other consultees to the LP will most likely not be aware of the omission,
and therefore will not comment on the absence of the local carbon reduction target; and the absence of
the target means that it is no longer possible to interrogate other aspects of the plan from the strategic
perspective of 'if action X is/is not taken, what will be the implications and consequences for the local
carbon reduction target?'. The sequence of this argument is that since policy CC1 did not previously
contain a local carbon reduction target - that's correct; it didn't, but it should have done - that the textual
reference to a specifically local percentage reduction was not relevant, so it was removed. The text that
remains however "“ 'Calderdale Council, working with partners through the Energy Futures Panel have
further refined the target to be more specific for the Borough and the information available. This used a
2005 base year resulting in the 2050 target being about 76% for Calderdale rather than the 80%
established for the UK as a whole' - is largely inaccurate. As a member of the Energy Futures Panel myself |
know that panel has never considered a local variation of the national 2050 target, nor would it serve any
purpose for it to do so. Instead, all of the work of the panel over the last 6 years has been focused on
delivering the 40% reduction target by 2020 set by the Council in 2012; and in the last year it discussed and
agreed the need to extend the 2020 target to 2030/32 in order to align the period of the draft local plan.
Beyond these details the much greater significance of either having a local carbon reduction target, or it
being removed, is that it applies a carbon constraint to every aspect of the local plan. On the other hand, if
it's absent, then any LP policy or development that resulted in an increase in carbon emissions would still
be acceptable, thus undermining the council's own adopted carbon reduction strategy. With the target
removed both the text and the defined objective of SO2 Climate Change is also neutered. The significance
of the local target's removal also becomes clear when you consider the relationship between a carbon
target and proposals that would generate road traffic and therefore additional carbon emissions. If it
transpired that the approach of the LP to road traffic growth would be incompatible with a local carbon
reduction target actually adopted within the Plan, then a constraint upon the extent of road traffic growth
would be mandated by it. Since, as our comments elsewhere have demonstrated, it's precisely the case



that the Calderdale strategic transport model is indeed forecasting substantial road traffic growth, causally
linked to the strategic transport interventions proposed in policy IM1 - but traffic growth also not disclosed
within the plan - then in that situation the removal of the local reduction target becomes essential in order
to permit the IM1 road interventions to proceed unimpeded and unconstrained. The removal of the single
sentence in paragraph 10.2, combined with the failure to include a quantified local reduction target in
policy CC1, therefore effectively collapses Calderdale's previous efforts in recent years to promote carbon
reduction activity across many sectors, and also directly contradicts the commitments in the very next
paragraph: "The challenge of Climate Change, including both the causes and effects of climate change, cuts
across all policy topics with the Local Plan providing a framework to ensure that these are addressed. In
doing so the Plan through its policies seeks to reduce greenhouse gas emissions ..." As a final irony, the
section immediately afterwards 10.5 onwards , concerns Flood risk - exacerbated in Calderdale, as
elsewhere by climate change - as the district has recently experienced to devastating effect.

Do you consider that the plan complies with the Duty to Co-operate?:

Duty to Co-operate Reason:

Suggested Modifications:

Additional Evidence Link:

Main Issues and Council Response

Legal Compliance

Main Issues:
Council's Response:

Test of Soundness

Main Issues:

1. Local carbon reduction target included in previous version of Local Plan omitted making it difficult to
interrogate other aspects of the Plan from the strategic perspective regarding the implications for meeting
the local carbon reduction target.

2. Qualified local carbon reduction target should also be included in Policy CC1.

3. Text largely inaccurate as the Energy Futures Panel never considered a local variation of the national
2050 target.

4. Without a local carbon reduction target there is no constraint on other aspects of the Local Plan,
including those leading to traffic growth, thus undermining the Council's stated intentions in relation to
Climate Change.

Council's Response:
1. Whilst the Council fully acknowledges the challenges posed by Climate Change and the logic of relating



proposals in the Local Plan to a carbon reduction target (for the reasons outlined in the representation by
Friends of the Earth) such an approach would require carbon modelling of the Local Plan. Justifying a target
and monitoring progress towards ensuring it is achieved would pose challenges under the current Planning
System and is effectively beyond the scope of the current Local Plan. Whilst theoretically sound as an
approach to addressing Climate Change, in reality incorporating a carbon reduction target in the Plan would
also create potential tensions in terms of meeting other requirements of the NPPF. Other initiatives being
pursued by the Council such as the Energy Future strategy (See EV 13 Renewable and Low Carbon Energy
Technical Paper (2018)) also form part of the Council’s response in relation to Climate Change. The factors
contributing to climate change are complex and the Council exercises varying degrees of control over them.
In this respect climate change is influenced by numerous policy agendas at the local, national and
international levels. The text in the revised paragraph 10.2 provides background contextual information
relating to the 2050 target for both Calderdale and the UK. As the Plan does not contain a target for carbon
reduction, showing the reduction required over the Plan period is not directly relevant and could be
misunderstood as a target.

2. Whilst the Council fully acknowledges the challenges posed by Climate Change and the logic of relating
proposals in the Local Plan to a carbon reduction target (for the reasons outlined in the representation by
Friends of the Earth) such an approach would require carbon modelling of the Local Plan. Justifying a target
and monitoring progress towards ensuring it is achieved would pose challenges under the current Planning
System and is effectively beyond the scope of the current Local Plan. Whilst theoretically sound as an
approach to addressing Climate Change, in reality incorporating a carbon reduction target in the Plan would
also create potential tensions in terms of meeting other requirements of the NPPF. Other initiatives being
pursued by the Council such as the Energy Future strategy (See EV 13 Renewable and Low Carbon Energy
Technical Paper (2018)) also form part of the Council’s response in relation to Climate Change. The factors
contributing to climate change are complex and the Council exercises varying degrees of control over them.
In this respect climate change is influenced by numerous policy agendas at the local, national and
international levels.

3. Should information be provided to confirm that the reference to the Energy Futures Panel refining the
national target to produce a local variation be inaccurate the Council will amend paragraph 10.2 of the
Local Plan (SD 01) accordingly.

4. The Council’s reasons for not adopting a carbon reduction target are set out above in response to points
1 and 2. Local Plan Policies such as EN2 (Air Quality), IM4 (Sustainable Travel) are designed to assist in
addressing issues related to Climate Change. The larger allocations and in particular the two Garden
Suburbs provide an opportunity to incorporate a more sustainable approach towards development
including accessibility and active modes of travel as exemplified in Policy IM7 (Master Planning of Housing
Sites). Furthermore the Plan has been subject to Sustainability Appraisal which includes Sustainability
Objectives relevant to Climate Change issues.

Duty to Co-operate
Main Issues:

Council's Response:
Suggested Modifications

1. Qualified local carbon reduction target should also be included in Policy CC1.

Council's Response:



1. Whilst the Council fully acknowledges the challenges posed by Climate Change and the logic of relating
proposals in the Local Plan to a carbon reduction target (for the reasons outlined in the representation by
Friends of the Earth) such an approach would require carbon modelling of the Local Plan. Justifying a target
and monitoring progress towards ensuring it is achieved would pose challenges under the current Planning
System and is effectively beyond the scope of the current Local Plan. Whilst theoretically sound as an
approach to addressing Climate Change, in reality incorporating a carbon reduction target in the Plan would
also create potential tensions in terms of meeting other requirements of the NPPF. Other initiatives being
pursued by the Council such as the Energy Future strategy (See EV 13 Renewable and Low Carbon Energy
Technical Paper (2018)) also form part of the Council’s response in relation to Climate Change. The factors
contributing to climate change are complex and the Council exercises varying degrees of control over them.
In this respect climate change is influenced by numerous policy agendas at the local, national and
international levels.

No modification required.



Document Section: 10.3 Paragraph

Representations

Comment ID Lpp501 Site ref (if applicable):
Person ID: 816511 Name: Dr Lesley Mackay Organisation:
Agent ID: Name: Organisation:

Do you consider the plan to be Legally Compliant?:
Legal Compliance Reason:
Do you consider the plan to be Sound?: No

Sound Reason:

| have seen analysis prepared by Calderdale Friends of the Earth concerning the impact of road traffic
growth in the draft Local Plan, based on their access to Calderdale's strategic transport model. This shows
that: - There has been a failure to disclose adequate information concerning road traffic and its associated
impacts. Whilst the Local Plan says very little about the extent of traffic congestion, and about the scale of
additional road traffic that might be generated by the plan's development proposals, what the model
shows apparently is that the volume of road traffic does in fact increase substantially across the plan
period to 2032. Other information associated with traffic and traffic growth is also not provided in the
plan: if traffic grows then i) the quantity of carbon emissions produced by vehicles will also tend to
increase, thus contributing to climate change at a time when we should be reducing those emissions
urgently; and ii) it would result in additional air and noise pollution on road corridors and particularly in
Calderdale's air quality management areas, where over the last decade there has been a failure to bring
down pollution. If consultees to the local plan have not been provided with this important information
then we are not able to make a properly informed response. - The scale of road traffic increase will vary at
different locations, and it is the case that in the Upper Calder Valley, much less development is proposed
which one would hope could minimise the extent of traffic generation. But in fact the figures provided to
us by Friends of the Earth, calculated from the transport model, show not only significant traffic increases
by 2032 on the A646 main road running along the valley but also on roads parallel or linked to the main
road, as the impact of congestion spreads more widely across the local highway network. The figures
Friends of the Earth have provided show that: —dn Hebden Bridge the model is projecting: in the
morning peak - a 12% increase across both directions in the town centre, an 11% increase towards Halifax
alongside Mayroyd, and increases of around 45% in both directions on the parallel Heights Road through
Midgley. In the evening peak on Heights Road the increases are again very large. —An Mytholmroyd the
model is projecting: in the morning peak "“ a 29% increase in traffic towards Halifax on the link to the east
of the town, a 35% increase in the town centre, a 63% increase on Scout Road heading west, and a 62%
increase on New Road heading north towards Cragg Vale. These are all increases on the volume of road
traffic measured in 2014, and as someone who experiences the extent of congestion that already occurs
today (as | live alongside the A646), then I'm considerably concerned what increases of this scale will do to
the accessibility by road of the towns along the valley, the ability to cross the main road and enjoy life in
these communities, and also what this will mean for air and noise pollution, which | already experience. -
Friends of the Earth, having looked at traffic increases that are likely to be experienced at locations which
are also the subject of the corridor improvement programmes being proposed and implemented by the
West Yorkshire Combined Authority - which includes the A646, where that scheme is out for consultation

10



at the moment - and have reached the conclusion that although the publicity for the scheme identifies
only benefits - that it aims to provide Better connections across West Yorkshire to stimulate economic
growth and job creation, and support housing developments throughout the region; improve traffic flow,
aiming to deliver and 8% reduction in journey times for all traffic and a 12% reduction in journey times for
buses; and reduce accidents throughout the CIP schemes by 10% by 2022, particular involving pedestrians
and cyclists that the means by which it produces these benefits - essentially by removing obstacles to the
free flow of traffic along the road - are inevitably increasing its capacity, which is therefore the cause of the
increased volume of road traffic being identified by the strategic transport model. In other words a scheme
intended to 'improve' traffic along the main road and the quality of life in the communities it passes
through could also be responsible for making these worse. Again, it's concerning that the road traffic
generation effect of the CIP has not been disclosed to consultees.

Do you consider that the plan complies with the Duty to Co-operate?:
Duty to Co-operate Reason:

Suggested Modifications:

The issues I'm concerned about are consequence of the sheer volume of traffic on our roads, which is only
set to increase. This is not only a local problem, but a regional and national one, and therefore requires
national remedies. In Calderdale the local plan and its policies needs to: - Take steps to actively manage the
guantity of road traffic, and take a variety of measures that will have the effect of stopping the forecast
increase. If that means that the quantity of development proposed in the plan has to be constrained, then
that will be one of the consequences. Therefore | believe that none of the road schemes proposed in Policy
IM1 should be approved unless and until they have demonstrated that they have managed to constrain the
growth in road traffic they may generate, and that they will not result in increased carbon and air quality
emissions. - In addition to the consequences of increased road traffic directly, it also causes carbon
emissions, which are meant to be reduced under the Climate Change Act, but where transport emissions
are in fact still increasing; and air pollution emissions where these are required to be reduced under the
Environment Act 1995 and EU directives. In both these cases then there is a legal responsibility to manage
the level of road traffic in order to result in the required reduction in emissions. - What Calderdale can do
is to increase its support for sustainable transport, and therefore | support Policy IM4 Sustainable Travel
Policies, and Policy IM5 Ensuring Development Supports Sustainable Travel.

Additional Evidence Link:

Comment ID Lpp730 Site ref (if applicable):
Person ID: 1183598 Name: Ms Nina Smith Organisation:
Agent ID: Name: Organisation:

Do you consider the plan to be Legally Compliant?:
Legal Compliance Reason:
Do you consider the plan to be Sound?: No

Sound Reason:
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| have seen analysis prepared by Calderdale Friends of the Earth concerning the impact of road traffic
growth in the draft Local Plan, based on their access to Calderdale's strategic transport model. This shows
that: - There has been a failure to disclose adequate information concerning road traffic and its associated
impacts. Whilst the Local Plan says very little about the extent of traffic congestion, and about the scale of
additional road traffic that might be generated by the plan's development proposals, what the model
shows apparently is that the volume of road traffic does in fact increase substantially across the plan
period to 2032. Other information associated with traffic and traffic growth is also not provided in the
plan: if traffic grows then i) the quantity of carbon emissions produced by vehicles will also tend to
increase, thus contributing to climate change at a time when we should be reducing those emissions
urgently; and ii) it would result in additional air pollution on road corridors and particularly in Calderdale's
air quality management areas, where over the last decade there has been a failure to bring down pollution.
If consultees to the local plan have not been provided with this important information then we are not
able to make a properly informed response. - The scale of road traffic increase will vary at different
locations, and it is the case that in the Upper Calder Valley, much less development is proposed which one
would hope could minimise the extent of traffic generation. But in fact the figures provided to us by
Friends of the Earth, calculated from the transport model, show not only significant traffic increases by
2032 on the A646 main road running along the valley but also on roads parallel or linked to the main road,
as the impact of congestion spreads more widely across the local highway network. The figures Friends of
the Earth have provided show that: —dn Hebden Bridge the model is projecting: in the morning peak - a
12% increase across both directions in the town centre, an 11% increase towards Halifax alongside
Mayroyd, and increases of around 45% in both directions on the parallel Heights Road through Midgley. In
the evening peak on Heights Road the increases are again very large. —An Mytholmroyd the model is
projecting: in the morning peak "“ a 29% increase in traffic towards Halifax on the link to the east of the
town, a 35% increase in the town centre, a 63% increase on Scout Road heading west, and a 62% increase
on New Road heading north towards Cragg Vale. These are all increases on the volume of road traffic
measured in 2014, and as someone who experiences the extent of congestion that already occurs today,
then I'm considerably concerned what increases of this scale will do to the accessibility by road of the
towns along the valley, the ability to cross the main road and enjoy life in these communities, and also
what this will mean for air pollution, which | already experience. - Friends of the Earth, having looked at
traffic increases that are likely to be experienced at locations which are also the subject of the corridor
improvement programmes being proposed and implemented by the West Yorkshire Combined Authority -
which includes the A646, where that scheme is out for consultation at the moment - and have reached the
conclusion that although the publicity for the scheme identifies only benefits - that it aims to provide
Better connections across West Yorkshire to stimulate economic growth and job creation, and support
housing developments throughout the region; improve traffic flow, aiming to deliver and 8% reduction in
journey times for all traffic and a 12% reduction in journey times for buses; and reduce accidents
throughout the CIP schemes by 10% by 2022, particular involving pedestrians and cyclists that the means
by which it produces these benefits - essentially by removing obstacles to the free flow of traffic along the
road - are inevitably increasing its capacity, which is therefore the cause of the increased volume of road
traffic being identified by the strategic transport model. In other words a scheme intended to 'improve’
traffic along the main road and the quality of life in the communities it passes through could also be
responsible for making these worse. Again, it's concerning that the road traffic generation effect of the CIP
has not been disclosed to consultees.

Do you consider that the plan complies with the Duty to Co-operate?:
Duty to Co-operate Reason:

Suggested Modifications:
The issues I'm concerned about are consequence of the sheer volume of traffic on our roads, which is only
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set to increase. This is not a local problem, but a regional and national, and therefore requires national
remedies. In Calderdale the local plan and its policies needs to: - Take steps to actively manage the
quantity of road traffic, and take a variety of measures that will have the effect of stopping the forecast
increase. If that means that the quantity of development proposed in the plan has to be constrained, then
that will be one of the consequences. Therefore | believe that none of the road schemes proposed in Policy
IM1 should be approved unless and until they have demonstrated that they have managed to constrain the
growth in road traffic they may generate, and that they will not result in increased carbon and air quality
emissions. - In addition to the consequences of increased road traffic directly, it also causes carbon
emissions, which are meant to be reduced under the Climate Change Act, but where transport emissions
are in fact still increasing; and air pollution emissions where these are required to be reduced under the
Environment Act 1995 and EU directives. In both these cases then there is a legal responsibility to manage
the level of road traffic in order to result in the required reduction in emissions. - What Calderdale can do
is to increase its support for sustainable transport, and therefore | support Policy IM4 Sustainable Travel
Policies, and Policy IM5 Ensuring Development Supports Sustainable Travel.

Additional Evidence Link:

Main Issues and Council Response

Legal Compliance

Main Issues:
Council's Response:

Test of Soundness

Main Issues:

1. Transport Model used by the Council shows the volume of road traffic increases substantially across the
plan period to 2032 and carbon emissions produced by vehicles will consequently increase thus
contributing to climate change.

2. Additional air and noise pollution will result on road corridors.

3. With specific reference to the Upper Valley Traffic increases will occur on the A646 main road running
along the valley and on roads parallel or linked to the main road as a result of increased congestion.

Council's Response:

1. Paragraph 10.3 does not reference traffic growth specifically, but rather addresses emissions from all
sources. Increases in road traffic will not only be accounted for by the growth proposed in the Local Plan
but by a general background increase in traffic. The Calderdale Local Plan Air Quality Constraints
Assessment (2016) (EV54.8) addresses traffic growth over the plan period and the implications for air
guality. Measures to reduce carbon emissions resulting from road traffic are addressed in the Councils Low
Emissions Strategy (2017) (EV03); Air Quality Action Plan (2018) (EV04); Transport Strategy (2016) (EV 58)
and some policy approaches are included in the Local Plan’s policies (see eg Section 13 on Infrastructure
and Master Planning) and through the distribution and location of sites to enable use of other methods of
transport and reduce the need to travel.
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2. Measures to reduce the impacts of road traffic are addressed in the Councils Low Emissions Strategy
(2017) (EV03); Air Quality Action Plan (2018) (EV04); Transport Strategy (2016) (EV 58). Additionally the
Local Plan’s policies (see eg Section 13 on Infrastructure and Master Planning) address the distribution and
location of sites to enable use of other methods of transport including the active modes as well as reduce
the need to travel.

3. Measures to reduce the impacts of road traffic are included in the Local Plan’s policies (see eg Section 13
on Infrastructure and Master Planning) and through the distribution and location of sites to enable use of
other methods of transport including the active modes as well as reduce the need to travel. Only a limited
proportion of the growth in the Local Plan is allocated to the Upper Valley area.

Duty to Co-operate

Main Issues:
Council's Response:

Suggested Modifications

1. Actively manage the quantity of road traffic/apply measures to stop proposed increase.
2. Consider reducing development levels to achieve this objective.

3. Proposed road schemes in Policy IM1 not be approved and traffic growth constrained if this would lead
to an increase in carbon and air quality emissions.

4. Increase support for sustainable transport as per Policy IM4 and IM5.

Council's Response:

1. Paragraph 10.3 does not reference traffic growth specifically. Whilst there are measures in the Local Plan
to both manage and reduce the quantity of road traffic, and especially that associated with the
development proposals in the Local Plan, other measures are more appropriately being developed and
implemented by the Council’s Highways and Engineering Service to address transport issues across the
district (an example being the improvements to the A629).

No modification required.

2. Development levels in the Local Plan have been determined in accordance with accepted methods for
assessing the levels of eg new housing and employment growth (see EV 01 Employment Land Study (2018)
and BP 01 Cabinet Report 12.2.18 Housing Requirements and Allocations) and in order to comply with the
requirements of the National Planning Policy Framework.

No modification required.

3. The Strategic Transport Interventions in Policy IM1 are designed to assist in preventing an increase in
emissions and are fundamental to achieving the objectives of the Plan.
No modification required.

4. Increasing the sustainability of transport is a fundamental objective of the Local Plan as demonstrated in

Policies IM4 and IM5 and implementation of these policies is key to achieving this objective.
No modification required.
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Document Section: Policy CC1 Climate Change

Representations

Comment ID Lpp1000 Site ref (if applicable):

Person ID: 228336 Name: Yorkshire Wildlife Trust Organisation: Yorkshire Wildlife Trust
Agent ID: Name: Organisation:

Do you consider the plan to be Legally Compliant?:
Legal Compliance Reason:
Do you consider the plan to be Sound?:

Sound Reason:

We welcome Point 8 of Policy CC1 which states that ' Protecting and enhancing biodiversity habitats, taking
care not to create barriers to the movement of wildlife over the wider landscape '. However, as with our
comments above for Paragraph 5.7 and SD2, it is essential that the Wildlife Habitat Network is mentioned
in the wording, as it will be an essential resource for wildlife to move and adapt in response to climate
change.

Do you consider that the plan complies with the Duty to Co-operate?:
Duty to Co-operate Reason:

Suggested Modifications:
The Wildlife Habitat Network be mentioned in the wording of the Policy (criterion 8).

Additional Evidence Link: http://calderdale-consult.objective.co.uk/file/5078786

Comment ID Lppl227 Site ref (if applicable):
Person ID: 1028087 Name: Mr Luke Axe MRTPI Organisation: Keyland Developments Ltd
Agent ID: 962361 Name: Mr Andrew Rose Organisation: Spawforth Associates

Do you consider the plan to be Legally Compliant?:
Legal Compliance Reason:
Do you consider the plan to be Sound?: No

Sound Reason:
See Attachment
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Do you consider that the plan complies with the Duty to Co-operate?:
Duty to Co-operate Reason:

Suggested Modifications:
Remove elements that conflict with national guidance

Additional Evidence Link: http://calderdale-consult.objective.co.uk/file/5100797

Comment ID Lppl361 Site ref (if applicable):

Person ID: 855708 Name: Barratt Homes & David Organisation: Barratt Homes & David
Wilson Homes Wilson Homes

Agent ID: 1185784 Name: Chris Atkinson Organisation: Barton Willmore

Do you consider the plan to be Legally Compliant?: Yes
Legal Compliance Reason:
Do you consider the plan to be Sound?: No

Sound Reason:

Please refer to attached report prepared by Barton Willmore The policy seeks to ensure that new
development proposals contribute to mitigating the effects of climate change. In principle this is welcomed
by our Client, however it is noted that the policy makes no reference to such mitigation measures being
subject to feasibility. As such, our Client objects to the contents of the policy as it is not considered to be
sound as it is not effective or positively planned, therefore fails to meet the tests as soundness as set out in
paragraph 35 of the Revised Framework. Whilst providing climate change mitigation is important, this
should not lead to situations where it jeopardises suitable developments from coming forward. We would
advise that an additional caveat is added to the policy which states that the contribution towards climate
change mitigation should be subject to feasibility.

Do you consider that the plan complies with the Duty to Co-operate?: Yes
Duty to Co-operate Reason:

Suggested Modifications:
Please refer to attached report prepare by Barton Willmore

Additional Evidence Link: http://calderdale-consult.objective.co.uk/file/5104850

Comment ID Lppl1413 Site ref (if applicable):
Person ID: 1183599 Name: Mr Andrew Wood Organisation: Consultant Planner CPRE
Agent ID: Name: Organisation:
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Do you consider the plan to be Legally Compliant?:
Legal Compliance Reason:
Do you consider the plan to be Sound?:

Sound Reason:
See attachment for context of comments. Introductory paragraph of Evidence Paper 2 states that: Please
note that it was our intention to divide up this document and submit it in relevant sections using the
representation form, but having downloaded the form we found that key entry fields were locked. Given
that the representation system is in any case not well-suited to comments that develop a narrative and
contain figures and tables, we have therefore reverted to submitting full documents. These are structured
as carefully as possible to enable you to use them. It is our view that the Publication Draft is not positively
prepared to deliver sustainable development. It is not justified by the most appropriate and up-to-date
evidence of development needs. And it will not be effective in delivering sustainable development, due to
fundamental internal contradictions between the scale and distribution of development and other key
policies in the Plan. The evidence paper attached explains our position on these points, and we conclude
that very substantial modifications will be needed to make the Plan sound. Policy CC1 and Table 10.1
Climate Change We welcome the clarity given here about the Local Plan's role in addressing climate
change; this is markedly better than a number of other Local Plans CPRE has responded to. The policy
objectives set out in CC1 are all worthy of support. We also welcome the way that Table 10.1 identifies the
other policies in the Plan that are relevant to the monitoring of progress on CC1. The problem for the
soundness of CC1 arises from the key policies in the Plan that will render it ineffective, and are also not
cross-referenced to it for monitoring purposes. Principally these are: SD3 and the Housing Trajectory,
which create the conditions for excessive allocation, haste for housing delivery and a resulting inability to
include brownfield sites within the land supply, all of which will compromise the locational sustainability
and the design quality of development; SD4, which makes no connection between the type of employment
growth being sought, its land-use implications and the consequences for increasing or reducing climate
change impacts and resilience; SD5 and SD7, which regard the additional road traffic arising from
development as a technical implication which can be addressed by road upgrades, rather than as any
indication that the proposed location of development is unsound from a climate change perspective.
Sustainable location of development to optimise climate change mitigation does not feature in Table 10.1
with quantifiable targets and indicators. Consequently, it is highly likely that the net effect of the Local Plan
will be not amount to successful mitigation and adaptation for climate change, so CC1 is ineffective. It is
changes to these other key policies and their monitoring that would address the problem.

Do you consider that the plan complies with the Duty to Co-operate?:
Duty to Co-operate Reason:
Suggested Modifications:

Additional Evidence Link: http://calderdale-consult.objective.co.uk/file/5102830http://calderdale-
consult.objective.co.uk/file/5122736

Comment ID Lpp153 Site ref (if applicable):

Person ID: 1171108 Name: Mr Brian Crossley (SNLPF) Organisation: Chairperson SNLPF
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Agent ID: Name: Organisation:
Do you consider the plan to be Legally Compliant?: Yes

Legal Compliance Reason:

Do you consider the plan to be Sound?: No

Sound Reason:

We are staggered by the hypocrisy shown by the Council in this policy e.g. Quote: 'Locating development in
areas accessible by public transport, and safe, attractive well linked cycling and walking routes,' The
council's own various transport studies (WSP, StearDaviesGleave) have shown that LP0221, LP0782 and
LP1543 in Shelf and Northowram are located well away from an accessible public transport route and will
generate increased traffic on narrow country lanes used for walking. Quote: 'Creating, protecting and
enhancing biodiversity habitats, taking care not to create barriers to the movement of wildlife over the
wider landscape;' Likewise the sites listed above will destroy habitat and severely restrict movement of
wildlife. Despite being aware of these contra indications the Council are still proposing these sites for
development. Under Policy CC1 they would be required to refuse planning permission, unless of course
they are relying on the weakness of subjective wording such as 'should' to provide a get out for developers.

Do you consider that the plan complies with the Duty to Co-operate?: Yes
Duty to Co-operate Reason:
Suggested Modifications:

Additional Evidence Link:

Comment ID Lpp224 Site ref (if applicable):
Person ID: 1121844 Name: Mr Henry Carter Organisation:
Agent ID: Name: Organisation:

Do you consider the plan to be Legally Compliant?: Yes
Legal Compliance Reason:
Do you consider the plan to be Sound?: No

Sound Reason:

| agree wholeheartedly with the above comment. It is entirely paradoxical to implement a climate change
policy which considers congestion a factor contributing to climate change, and then allow the building of
myriad houses which will increase traffic congestion! Moreover, it is in the best interests of biodiversity
and animal habitats NOT to build on green belt sites. | implore the council to make better use of existing
brown-field sites, and leave the green belt land be.

Do you consider that the plan complies with the Duty to Co-operate?: Yes
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Duty to Co-operate Reason:

Suggested Modifications:
Specify how 'congestion' is and will be tackled over the coming years.

Additional Evidence Link:

Comment ID Lpp799 Site ref (if applicable):

Person ID: 10988 Name: Mr Anthony Rae Organisation: Coordinator Calderdale
Friends of the Earth

Agent ID: Name: Organisation:

Do you consider the plan to be Legally Compliant?:
Legal Compliance Reason:
Do you consider the plan to be Sound?: No

Sound Reason:
The policy needs to include reference to the proposals of the local plan contributing to and being

constrained by the local Calderdale carbon reduction target of 43.7% by 2032. The previous version of the
target - a 40% reduction by 2020 - was adopted by Calderdale Council in 2012.

Do you consider that the plan complies with the Duty to Co-operate?:

Duty to Co-operate Reason:

Suggested Modifications:

Additional Evidence Link:

Main Issues and Council Response

Legal Compliance

Main Issues:
Council's Response:

Test of Soundness

Main Issues:

1. Key policies in the Local Plan such as SD3 (Housing Requirement), SD4 (Land for Employment Use), SD5
(Allocated Employment Sites) and SD7 (Allocated Housing Sites) will render Policy CC1 ineffective in
achieving successful mitigation and adaptation in relation to climate change.
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2. Sites allocated in the Northowram and Shelf Area are contrary to those elements of Policy CC1 regarding
locating development in areas accessible by public transport and active modes and the need to create,
protect and enhance biodiversity habitats.

3. Not building on Green Belt sites better for biodiversity whilst more brownfield sites should be used.
4. Wildlife Habitat Network should be mentioned specifically in Policy CC1 (criterion 8).

5. Policy CC1 needs to include reference to the proposals of the Local Plan contributing to and being
constrained by the local Calderdale carbon reduction target of 43.7% by 2032.

6. Questionable if those elements of the Policy relating to renewable and low carbon energy are in line
with Government Guidance.

7. Mitigation measures should be subject to feasibility (otherwise there is potential for the Policy to
jeopardise otherwise suitable developments coming forward)

Council's Response:

1. Policies setting out growth requirements in the Local Plan are required to ensure that the Local Plan
meets the requirements of the National Planning Policy Framework and therefore sound. Mitigating the
impact on Climate Change is dependent on implementation in accordance with other relevant policies in
the Local Plan.

2. As with all the other land allocations in the Local Plan the sites in the Northowram and Shelf area have
been subject to a rigorous assessment - See EV 51.1 Site Allocation Assessment Methodology — Publication
Draft (2018).

3. As with all the other land allocations in the Local Plan the sites in the Northowram and Shelf area have
been subject to a rigorous assessment - See EV 51.1 Site Allocation Assessment Methodology — Publication
Draft (2018) and EV 09 Exceptional Circumstances for the Release of Green Belt (2018).

4. Whilst this is theoretically already covered by the existing wording in Policy CC1 the Council accepts that
specifically mentioning the wildlife habitat network would add clarity.

5. Whilst the Council fully acknowledges the challenges posed by Climate Change and the logic of relating
proposals in the Local Plan to a carbon reduction target (for the reasons outlined in the representation by
Friends of the Earth) such an approach would require carbon modelling of the Local Plan. Justifying a target
and monitoring progress towards ensuring it is achieved would pose challenges under the current Planning
System and is effectively beyond the scope of the current Local Plan. Whilst theoretically sound as an
approach to addressing Climate Change, in reality incorporating a carbon reduction target in the Plan would
also create potential tensions in terms of meeting other requirements of the NPPF. Other initiatives being
pursued by the Council such as the Energy Future strategy (See EV 13 Renewable and Low Carbon Energy
Technical Paper (2018)) also form part of the Council’s response in relation to Climate Change. The factors
contributing to climate change are complex and the Council exercises varying degrees of control over them.
In this respect climate change is influenced by numerous policy agendas at the local, national and
international levels. Therefore a carbon reduction target is not included in Policy CC1.

6. The Local Plan does not include the elements referred to by the representor. See EV 13 Renewable and
Low Carbon Energy Technical Paper (2018).
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7. Such a change would undermine the Local Plan including Policy CC1 and given the importance of
addressing the issue of Climate Change further flexibility would not be appropriate, particularly given the
fact that the Plan does not contain a carbon reduction target as proposed by Friends of the Earth.

Duty to Co-operate

Main Issues:
Council's Response:

Suggested Modifications

1. It is changes to other key Local Plan policies and their monitoring that will make Policy CC1 sound.
2. Reference to Wildlife Habitat Networks in criterion 8.

3. Specify how 'congestion' is and will be tackled over coming years.

4. Remove elements that conflict with national guidance

5. Add caveat to policy stating contribution towards climate change mitigation should be subject to
feasibility.

6. Policy CC1 needs to include reference to the proposals of the Local Plan contributing to and being
constrained by the local Calderdale carbon reduction target of 43.7% by 2032.

Council's Response:

1. Policies setting out growth requirements in the Local Plan are required to ensure that the Local Plan
meets the requirements of the National Planning Policy Framework and therefore sound. Mitigating the
impact on Climate Change is dependent on implementation in accordance with other relevant policies in
the Local Plan.

No modification required.

2. Whilst this is theoretically already covered by the existing wording in Policy CC1 the Council accepts that
specifically mentioning the wildlife habitat network would add clarity.

MODIFICATION:

Policy CC1 criterion 8 — re-draft as follows:

¢ @reating, protecting and enhancing biodiversity habitats including the wildlife habitat network, taking
care not to create barriers to the movement of wildlife over the wider landscape;

3. Details on addressing traffic growth are contained in specific polices in Section 13 (Infrastructure and
Master Planning) of the Local Plan (SD 01) whilst Policy CC1 is an over-arching policy relating to Climate
Change.

No modification required.

4. Policy CC1 does not include the specific requirements referred to by the representor. See EV 13

Renewable and Low Carbon Energy Technical Paper (2018).
No modification required.
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5.Such a change would undermine the Local Plan including Policy CC1 and given the importance of
addressing the issue of Climate Change further flexibility would not be appropriate.
No modification required.

6. Whilst the Council fully acknowledges the challenges posed by Climate Change and the logic of relating
proposals in the Local Plan to a carbon reduction target (for the reasons outlined in the representation by
Friends of the Earth) such an approach would require carbon modelling of the Local Plan. Justifying a target
and monitoring progress towards ensuring it is achieved would pose challenges under the current Planning
System and is effectively beyond the scope of the current Local Plan. Whilst theoretically sound as an
approach to addressing Climate Change, in reality incorporating a carbon reduction target in the Plan would
also create potential tensions in terms of meeting other requirements of the NPPF. Other initiatives being
pursued by the Council such as the Energy Future strategy (See EV 13 Renewable and Low Carbon Energy
Technical Paper (2018)) also form part of the Council’s response in relation to Climate Change. The factors
contributing to climate change are complex and the Council exercises varying degrees of control over them.
In this respect climate change is influenced by numerous policy agendas at the local, national and
international levels. Therefore the Council does not consider it currently appropriate or practicable to
include a carbon reduction target in Policy CC1.

No modification required.
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Document Section: Table 10.1 Monitoring: Policy CC1 - Climate Change

Representations

Comment ID Lpp1538 Site ref (if applicable):

Person ID: 1183599 Name: Mr Andrew Wood Organisation: Consultant Planner CPRE
Agent ID: Name: Organisation:

Do you consider the plan to be Legally Compliant?:
Legal Compliance Reason:
Do you consider the plan to be Sound?:

Sound Reason:

See attachment for context of comments. Introductory paragraph of Evidence Paper 2 states that: Please
note that it was our intention to divide up this document and submit it in relevant sections using the
representation form, but having downloaded the form we found that key entry fields were locked. Given
that the representation system is in any case not well-suited to comments that develop a narrative and
contain figures and tables, we have therefore reverted to submitting full documents. These are structured
as carefully as possible to enable you to use them. It is our view that the Publication Draft is not positively
prepared to deliver sustainable development. It is not justified by the most appropriate and up-to-date
evidence of development needs. And it will not be effective in delivering sustainable development, due to
fundamental internal contradictions between the scale and distribution of development and other key
policies in the Plan. The evidence paper attached explains our position on these points, and we conclude
that very substantial modifications will be needed to make the Plan sound. Policy CC1 and Table 10.1
Climate Change We welcome the clarity given here about the Local Plan's role in addressing climate
change; this is markedly better than a number of other Local Plans CPRE has responded to. The policy
objectives set out in CC1 are all worthy of support. We also welcome the way that Table 10.1 identifies the
other policies in the Plan that are relevant to the monitoring of progress on CC1. The problem for the
soundness of CC1 arises from the key policies in the Plan that will render it ineffective, and are also not
cross-referenced to it for monitoring purposes. Principally these are: SD3 and the Housing Trajectory,
which create the conditions for excessive allocation, haste for housing delivery and a resulting inability to
include brownfield sites within the land supply, all of which will compromise the locational sustainability
and the design quality of development; SD4, which makes no connection between the type of employment
growth being sought, its land-use implications and the consequences for increasing or reducing climate
change impacts and resilience; SD5 and SD7, which regard the additional road traffic arising from
development as a technical implication which can be addressed by road upgrades, rather than as any
indication that the proposed location of development is unsound from a climate change perspective.
Sustainable location of development to optimise climate change mitigation does not feature in Table 10.1
with quantifiable targets and indicators. Consequently, it is highly likely that the net effect of the Local Plan
will be not amount to successful mitigation and adaptation for climate change, so CC1 is ineffective. It is
changes to these other key policies and their monitoring that would address the problem.

Do you consider that the plan complies with the Duty to Co-operate?:

Duty to Co-operate Reason:
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Suggested Modifications:
Sustainable location of development to optimise climate change mitigation be included in Table 10.1.

Additional Evidence Link: http://calderdale-consult.objective.co.uk/file/5102830http://calderdale-
consult.objective.co.uk/file/5122736

Main Issues and Council Response

Legal Compliance

Main Issues:
Council's Response:

Test of Soundness

Main Issues:

1. Monitoring: Table 10.1 (Monitoring Policy CC1) does not include the sustainable location of
development to optimise climate change mitigation with quantifiable targets and indicators.

Council's Response:

1. The sustainable location of development is the key factor behind the selection of the land allocations
along with other factors such as deliverability. Unlike the other monitoring indicators in Table 6.1 of the
Local Plan (SD 01) the sustainable location of development is not linked to any particular policy but rather
the outcome of a number of factors including the site assessment methodology (See EV 51.1 Site
Allocations Assessment Methodology - Publication Draft (2018)) as well as Sustainability Appraisal. There
would also be practical problems in term of definitions and quantifiable targets for sustainable locations.

Duty to Co-operate

Main Issues:
Council's Response:

Suggested Modifications

1. Sustainable location of development to optimise climate change mitigation be included in Table 10.1.

Council's Response:

1. The sustainable location of development is the key factor behind the selection of the land allocations
along with other factors such as deliverability. Unlike the other monitoring indicators in Table 6.1 of the
Local Plan (SD 01) the sustainable location of development is not linked to any particular policy but rather
the outcome of a number of factors including the site assessment methodology (See EV 51.1 Site
Allocations Assessment Methodology - Publication Draft (2018)) as well as Sustainability Appraisal ensuring
that the most sustainable locations for allocations are included in the Local Plan. Development additional to
the allocations will generally be constrained to the existing settlements by the policies in the Local Plan such
as those relating to Green Belt. There would also be practical problems in term of definitions and
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guantifiable targets for sustainable locations whilst the locations.
No modification required.
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Document Section: Flooding and Water Resource Management

Representations

Comment ID Lpp5 Site ref (if applicable):
Person ID: 1176547 Name: Mr Conrad Thwaites Organisation:
Agent ID: Name: Organisation:

Do you consider the plan to be Legally Compliant?:
Legal Compliance Reason:
Do you consider the plan to be Sound?: No

Sound Reason:
As shown by the flooding of 2015/16 throughout the Calder valley, and wider afield downstream, there is
the potential for very serious incidents. This potential will only increase into the future as global warming
takes effect. | consider plans based on estimations of "one in a hundred year events" or similar calculations
to be erroneous. The only sensible route is to take a worst case outcome, and remove it. This can be done.
In the 2015 flooding, the city of Leeds came close to catastrophe, which could have cost the UK hundreds
of millions of pounds, possibly billions. Against this, spending £50 or £100 million now is chickenfeed, and
Calderdale council needs to persuade central government of this reality. The current alleviation schemes
will not work in a serious event. They focus on speeding the water downstream, a very foolish thing to do
as | have just described. Exporting the water is just plain wrong. What needs to happen is that the water
needs to be held up on the high ground, and slowly released into the rivers over time. this can be done,
but needs a very different approach to the current one. The high Pennines need to be re-forested to a very
great extent, and large areas of wetland created. This was the ecosystem centuries ago before the trees
were felled for ship building and agriculture. To achieve this, land usage needs to be changed from rearing
grouse and sheep to forest. To do this, the laws need to be changed to reflect current risks (hence, local
and central governments need to co-ordinate), and funds (primarily the Common Agricultural Policy funds)
re-directed to paying farmers to grow trees instead of sheep, and compensating (to a fair extent) the
owners of grouse moors.

Do you consider that the plan complies with the Duty to Co-operate?:
Duty to Co-operate Reason:
Suggested Modifications:

Additional Evidence Link:

Main Issues and Council Response

Legal Compliance
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Main Issues:
Council's Response:

Test of Soundness

Main Issues:
1. Local Plans based on estimations of 1 in 100 year events or similar calculations are erroneous.

2. Current alleviation schemes will not work in a serious event. Focus should be on techniques to slow the
flow such as reforestation and the creation of wetlands, rather than speeding the water downstream.

Council's Response:

1. Flood Risk Management policies in the Local Plan are considered to be in conformity with the NPPF.
Specifically, Local Plan Policy CC2 requires new development to follow a sequential risk based approach and
be directed away from flood zones 2 and 3 in accordance with the principles of the National Planning Policy
Framework. Policy CC2 also requires development to have full regard to and compliance with the advice of
the Environment Agency, the objectives and priorities for flood risk management set out in the Local Flood
Risk Management Strategy and the published evidence of local flood risk and its significance as included in
Strategic Flood Risk Assessments, Surface Water Management Plans and other recognised sources of flood
risk data.

The Council considers that the evidence submitted supports and justifies the content of the Local Plan.

2. The Council recognises that not only people and development need protecting from flood risk, but that
there is a role for the management of the catchment of the River Calder to reduce run-off, river flow and
hence flood risk. Using Policy CC4 Catchment Management, the Council will work with stakeholders to
manage run-off and "Slow the Flow" through proposals for natural flood management such as targeted land
and vegetation management and planting in upper catchments and along river and canal banks.

Duty to Co-operate

Main Issues:
Council's Response:

Suggested Modifications

1. Local Plan should be based on worst case flooding scenarios.

Council's Response:

1. Flood Risk Management policies in the Local Plan are considered to be in conformity with the NPPF.
Specifically, Local Plan Policy CC2 requires new development to follow a sequential risk based approach and
be directed away from flood zones 2 and 3 in accordance with the principles of the National Planning Policy
Framework. Policy CC2 also requires development to have full regard to and compliance with the advice of
the Environment Agency, the objectives and priorities for flood risk management set out in the Local Flood
Risk Management Strategy and the published evidence of local flood risk and its significance as included in
Strategic Flood Risk Assessments, Surface Water Management Plans and other recognised sources of flood
risk data.

The Council considers that the evidence submitted supports and justifies the content of the Local Plan.

No modification required.
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Document Section: 10.12 Paragraph

Representations

Comment ID Lpp575 Site ref (if applicable): LP1463
Person ID: 1125815 Name: Mrs K Boothroyd Organisation:

Agent ID: Name: Organisation:

Do you consider the plan to be Legally Compliant?: Yes
Legal Compliance Reason:
Do you consider the plan to be Sound?: No

Sound Reason:

The Plan suggests that there have been no drainage issues reported in the vicinity. This statement is not
correct. Thornhill Beck floods on many occasions and is indeed frequently closed by the council. Boxing Day
2015 showed the devastation that flooding brought across Calderdale. Brighouse itself was hugely
affected. By destroying the valuable land throughout Thornhills, Clifton by development you are putting
Brighouse at more risk of flooding. It is well known factor that anything that increases runoff speed, like
excessive pavement or ditching of farmland, will contribute to floods. Where is the environmental
evidence that has investigated this? Development on the Thornhills, Clifton Green Belt area is not
appropriate as ground stability and drainage is vital. The fields regularly become water logged and flooded.
Therefore the Green Belt land in Thornhills, Clifton is not suitable for development on these grounds. What
evidence has been provided by the Council to substantiate their claim that the land is suitable?

Do you consider that the plan complies with the Duty to Co-operate?:

Duty to Co-operate Reason:

Suggested Modifications:

Further studies to substantiate claims that this area will not lead to increased flooding in the immediate
vicinity and in the Brighouse area. Investigate other more suitable areas for housing development.

Additional Evidence Link:

Main Issues and Council Response

Legal Compliance

Main Issues:

Council's Response:
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Test of Soundness

Main Issues:

1. The Local Plan has failed to demonstrate that it has investigated the potential flooding impacts on the
Brighouse area caused by substantial development.

Council's Response:

1. Document EV 51.1 Site Allocations Assessment Methodology - Publication Draft (2018) details the
process the Council has followed in relation to the site assessment process. The document outlines the
various stages of assessment from initial site identification to the implementation of the Sequential
Approach.

All sites assessments have been carried out in a consistent manner following the Site Allocations
Assessment Methodology Statement, Publication Draft 2018 (EV51.1).

Duty to Co-operate

Main Issues:
Council's Response:

Suggested Modifications

1. Research required to substantiate claims that development in this area will not lead to increased
flooding.

Council's Response:

1. Document EV 51.1 Site Allocations Assessment Methodology - Publication Draft (2018) details the
process the Council has followed in relation to the site assessment process. The document outlines the
various stages of assessment from initial site identification to the implementation of the Sequential
Approach.

All sites assessments have been carried out in a consistent manner following the Site Allocations
Assessment Methodology Statement, Publication Draft 2018 (EV51.1).

No modification required.
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Document Section: Policy CC2 Flood Risk Management (Managing Flood Risk in New

Representations

Comment ID Lppl175 Site ref (if applicable):

Person ID: 1069334 Name: Ms Megan Pashley Organisation: Gladman Developments Ltd
Agent ID: Name: Organisation:

Do you consider the plan to be Legally Compliant?:
Legal Compliance Reason:
Do you consider the plan to be Sound?:

Sound Reason:
Policy CC2 states that the Council will require new development to follow a sequential risk based approach

in line with the principles of the Framework. The Policy goes on to state the proposals within flood zone 3ai
will be assessed against the requirements of the Framework but with additional restrictions. Gladman
continue submit that as currently drafted, the policy is inconsistent with national policy and could act to
preclude otherwise sustainable development opportunities from coming forward.

Do you consider that the plan complies with the Duty to Co-operate?:

Duty to Co-operate Reason:

Suggested Modifications:

Additional Evidence Link: http://calderdale-consult.objective.co.uk/file/5089285

Comment ID Lpp1470 Site ref (if applicable):

Person ID: 11803 Name: Mr Abdul Gaffar Organisation: Environment Agency
Environment Agency

Agent ID: Name: Organisation:
Do you consider the plan to be Legally Compliant?:

Legal Compliance Reason:

Do you consider the plan to be Sound?:

Sound Reason:

THIS COMMENT WAS RECEIVED AFTER THE CLOSURE OF THE REPRESENTATION PERIOD. Full submission
attached The new NPPF is now clearer that the Sequential Test, with includes a wider sequential approach,
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and should include future flood risk from all sources, including the predicted impacts of climate change.
This change will need to be reflected in this policy, rather than just state Flood zone 2 and 3 Areas. We are
pleased to see the changes made to the policy as suggested in our previous response.

Do you consider that the plan complies with the Duty to Co-operate?:

Duty to Co-operate Reason:

Suggested Modifications:

Additional Evidence Link: http://calderdale-consult.objective.co.uk/file/5109653

Comment ID Lpp629 Site ref (if applicable):

Person ID: 1183504 Name: Ms Penny Eastwood Organisation: Co-ordinator SOURCE
Partnership

Agent ID: 1183503 Name: Ms Penny Eastwood Organisation:

Do you consider the plan to be Legally Compliant?: Yes

Legal Compliance Reason:

Do you consider the plan to be Sound?: Yes

Sound Reason:

Do you consider that the plan complies with the Duty to Co-operate?: Yes
Duty to Co-operate Reason:

Suggested Modifications:
Pleased to support point 5 in particular - suggest a minor rewording to use 'must' instead of should":

Additional Evidence Link:

Comment ID Lpp879 Site ref (if applicable):

Person ID: 10988 Name: Mr Anthony Rae Organisation: Coordinator Calderdale
Friends of the Earth

Agent ID: Name: Organisation:

Do you consider the plan to be Legally Compliant?:
Legal Compliance Reason:

Do you consider the plan to be Sound?: Yes
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Sound Reason:
We support this policy.

Do you consider that the plan complies with the Duty to Co-operate?:
Duty to Co-operate Reason:
Suggested Modifications:

Additional Evidence Link:

Comment ID Lpp923 Site ref (if applicable):
Person ID: 1183576 Name: Mr John Bradshaw Organisation:
Agent ID: Name: Organisation:

Do you consider the plan to be Legally Compliant?: Yes
Legal Compliance Reason:
Do you consider the plan to be Sound?: No

Sound Reason:

The draft plan is unsound because it is difficult to see how its aspirations to manage flood risk in the Calder
valley are compatible with the scale of housing and other developments envisaged in the plan. The
December 2015 flooding in the lower valley showed the flood risk is increasingeven with the existing level
of development. Further large scale development in the Calder basin and, probably, more extreme
weather events are likely to significantly increase the risk of both run-off and river flooding. Making large-
scale hydrological impact assessments is complex and fraught with uncertainty. But, in my opinion the plan
is too sanguine in its view that large scale development can go hand in hand with reducing the valley's
flood risks. This issue is so fundamental that the Council should commission an independent expert review
of the of the likely impact of the proposed developments on the valley's flood risk.

Do you consider that the plan complies with the Duty to Co-operate?: Yes
Duty to Co-operate Reason:
Suggested Modifications:

Additional Evidence Link:

Main Issues and Council Response

Legal Compliance

Main Issues:
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Council's Response:

Test of Soundness

Main Issues:

1. The policy is inconsistent with national policy and could preclude otherwise sustainable development
coming forward. The policy needs minor rewording to reflect changes between the 2012 NPPF and the
2018 NPPF.

2. The flood risk management policy is incompatible with the scale of housing and other development in
the plan (Calder Valley reference).

3. Development in the Calder basin and more extreme weather events are likely to significantly increase
the risk of both run-off and river flooding.

Council's Response:

1. The Council has prepared the Plan in accordance with NPPF 2012 because the revised NPPF with its
transitional arrangements was not published until July 2018, after the Council took the formal decision in
June 2018 to publish the Plan in August.

2. Local Plan Policy CC2 requires new development to follow a sequential risk based approach and be
directed away from flood zones 2 and 3 in accordance with the principles of the National Planning Policy
Framework. Policy CC2 also requires development to have full regard to and compliance with the advice of
the Environment Agency, the objectives and priorities for flood risk management set out in the Local Flood
Risk Management Strategy and the published evidence of local flood risk and its significance as included in
Strategic Flood Risk Assessments, Surface Water Management Plans and other recognised sources of flood
risk data.

3.Flood Risk Management policies in the Local Plan take into account and fully respond to the challenges of
climate change.

Duty to Co-operate
Main Issues:
Council's Response:

Suggested Modifications

1. The policy needs minor rewording to reflect changes between the 2012 NPPF and the 2018 NPPF.

2. Council should commission an independent expert review of the likely impact of proposed development
on the (Calder) valley's flood risk.

3. Suggest a minor rewording to use 'must' instead of 'should'.

Council's Response:

1. The Council has prepared the Plan in accordance with NPPF 2012 because the revised NPPF with its
transitional arrangements was not published until July 2018, after the Council took the formal decision in
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June 2018 to publish the Plan in August.
No modification required.

2. As part of the Local Plan site assessment process, Site Screening Flood Risk Assessments were carried out
on all potential development sites in order to identify flood risk issues. The site screening process identified
12 potential development sites where further, more detailed site-specific assessment, was required to
confirm the potential suitability of the potential development sites with respect to flood risk. The site-
specific assessment for the 12 sites is contained in the Strategic Flood Risk Assessment Level 2 (Evidence
Document EV 20).

No modification required.

3. Where the word 'should' has been used, policy requirements are intended to strike a balance between
ensuring the policy objective is achieved without placing an unreasonable burden on developers.
No modification required.
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Document Section: 10.22 Paragraph

Representations

Comment ID Lpp631 Site ref (if applicable):

Person ID: 1183504 Name: Ms Penny Eastwood Organisation: Co-ordinator SOURCE
Partnership

Agent ID: 1183503 Name: Ms Penny Eastwood Organisation:

Do you consider the plan to be Legally Compliant?: Yes
Legal Compliance Reason:
Do you consider the plan to be Sound?: No

Sound Reason:

Comments This point is welcome but should be worded to specify that 'soft' (green) surface treatments are
preferred. Suggested re-wording: 'Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) that contribute to Green
Infrastructure (Gl) must be installed where possible (e.g. green roofs, swales, rain gardens, detention
basins, trees). Where infiltration type SuDS are inappropriate due to ground conditions (soil type,
contaminated land issues etc.), non-infiltration type SuDS such as green roofs and ponds may be
appropriate. Where 'soft' SuDS solutions are inappropriate, 'hard' SuDS solutions such as permeable paving
and rainwater harvesting may be appropriate. The Council will only regard SuDS as inappropriate in
exceptional circumstances, where it can be demonstrated.’

Do you consider that the plan complies with the Duty to Co-operate?: Yes
Duty to Co-operate Reason:

Suggested Modifications:

Comments This point is welcome but should be worded to specify that 'soft' (green) surface treatments are
preferred. Suggested re-wording: 'Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) that contribute to Green
Infrastructure (GI) must be installed where possible (e.g. green roofs, swales, rain gardens, detention
basins, trees). Where infiltration type SuDS are inappropriate due to ground conditions (soil type,
contaminated land issues etc.), non-infiltration type SuDS such as green roofs and ponds may be
appropriate. Where 'soft' SuDS solutions are inappropriate, 'hard' SuDS solutions such as permeable paving
and rainwater harvesting may be appropriate. The Council will only regard SuDS as inappropriate in
exceptional circumstances, where it can be demonstrated.’

Additional Evidence Link:

Main Issues and Council Response

Legal Compliance
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Main Issues:
Council's Response:

Test of Soundness

Main Issues:

1. Paragraph supported but should be worded to specify that 'soft' (green) surface treatments are
preferred.

Council's Response:

1. The requirements listed in paragraph 10.22 are intended to strike a balance between ensuring the policy
objective is achieved without placing an unreasonable burden on developers.

Duty to Co-operate

Main Issues:
Council's Response:

Suggested Modifications

1. Suggested re-wording:

'Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) that contribute to Green Infrastructure (Gl) must be installed where
possible (e.g. green roofs, swales, rain gardens, detention basins, trees).

Where infiltration type SuDS are inappropriate due to ground conditions (soil type, contaminated land
issues etc.), non-infiltration type SuDS such as green roofs and ponds may be appropriate. Where 'soft'
SuDS solutions are inappropriate, ‘hard' SuDS solutions such as permeable paving and rainwater harvesting
may be appropriate. The Council will only regard SuDS as inappropriate in exceptional circumstances,
where it can be demonstrated.’

Council's Response:

1. The requirements listed in paragraph 10.22 are intended to strike a balance between ensuring the policy
objective is achieved without placing an unreasonable burden on developers.
No modification required.
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Document Section: Policy CC3 Water Resource Management

Representations

Comment ID Lppl1478 Site ref (if applicable):

Person ID: 11803 Name: Mr Abdul Gaffar Organisation: Environment Agency
Environment Agency

Agent ID: Name: Organisation:

Do you consider the plan to be Legally Compliant?:
Legal Compliance Reason:
Do you consider the plan to be Sound?:

Sound Reason:
THIS COMMENT WAS RECEIVED AFTER THE CLOSURE OF THE REPRESENTATION PERIOD. Full submission

attached We generally support the text within this policy. However, whilst the policy mentioned water
efficiency measures, we feel it could be strengthen by specific reference to water efficient features such as
rain water harvesting and grey water recycling.

Do you consider that the plan complies with the Duty to Co-operate?:

Duty to Co-operate Reason:

Suggested Modifications:

Additional Evidence Link: http://calderdale-consult.objective.co.uk/file/5109653

Comment ID Lpp633 Site ref (if applicable):

Person ID: 1183504 Name: Ms Penny Eastwood Organisation: Co-ordinator SOURCE
Partnership

Agent ID: 1183503 Name: Ms Penny Eastwood Organisation:

Do you consider the plan to be Legally Compliant?: Yes
Legal Compliance Reason:

Do you consider the plan to be Sound?: Yes

Sound Reason:

Do you consider that the plan complies with the Duty to Co-operate?: Yes
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Duty to Co-operate Reason:

Suggested Modifications:
Add 'Proposals incorporating tree planting and green roofs are particularly encouraged.’

Additional Evidence Link:

Comment ID Lpp881 Site ref (if applicable):

Person ID: 10988 Name: Mr Anthony Rae Organisation: Coordinator Calderdale
Friends of the Earth

Agent ID: Name: Organisation:

Do you consider the plan to be Legally Compliant?:
Legal Compliance Reason:
Do you consider the plan to be Sound?: Yes

Sound Reason:
We support this policy.

Do you consider that the plan complies with the Duty to Co-operate?:
Duty to Co-operate Reason:
Suggested Modifications:

Additional Evidence Link:

Comment ID Lpp918 Site ref (if applicable):
Person ID: 1183629 Name: Mr Geoff Sweaney Organisation: Trustee Calder Rivers Trust
Agent ID: Name: Organisation:

Do you consider the plan to be Legally Compliant?: Yes
Legal Compliance Reason:
Do you consider the plan to be Sound?: No

Sound Reason:

This policy currently does not adequately address the need to improve the quality of riversin order to meet

"good" status by 2021 (Monitoring Policy CC3). It currently looks to influence development only to avoid
deterioration.
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Do you consider that the plan complies with the Duty to Co-operate?:
Duty to Co-operate Reason:

Suggested Modifications:

The policy could be improved by the addition of the line "favouring development which enhances the
quality of water resources by improving river habitat by the restoration of a more natural river corridor"”,
along with some explanation as to the sort of measures that may be appropriate. This would support your
commitment in paragraph10.20 to secure Section 106 funding for enhancement of water resources where
possible.

Additional Evidence Link:

Main Issues and Council Response

Legal Compliance

Main Issues:
Council's Response:

Test of Soundness

Main Issues:

1. The policy could be strengthened by specific reference to water efficient features such as rain water
harvesting and grey water recycling.

2. Policy fails to address the need to improve the quality of rivers in order to meet "good" status by 2021.

Council's Response:

1. The requirements listed in Policy CC3 are intended to strike a balance between ensuring the policy
objective is achieved without placing an unreasonable burden on developers.

2. The EU Water Framework Directive requires that all inland waters reach at least 'good' chemical and
ecologiocal status by 2015. This target has been updated by the Humber River Basin Management Plan,
2015 which now requires that all water bodies meet good status or, for heavily modified water bodies and
artificial water bodies, good ecological potential and good surface water chemical status by 2021. The
narrative for policy CC3 acknowledges and makes full reference to this. Further, the Environment Agency is
responsible for the management plan's implementation and Policy CC2 clearly states that development
should have full regard to and compliance with the advice of the Environment Agency, the objectives and
priorities for flood risk management set out in the Local Flood Risk Management Strategy and the published
evidence of local flood risk and its significance as included in Strategic Flood Risk Assessments, Surface
Water Management Plans and other recognised sources of flood risk data. It is therefore not considered
necessary to include a reference to the requirements of the EU Water Framework Directive in Policy CC3.

Duty to Co-operate
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Main Issues:
Council's Response:

Suggested Modifications

1. Add
'Proposals incorporating tree planting and green roofs are particularly encouraged.’

2. The policy could be improved by the addition of the line "favouring development which enhances the
quality of water resources by improving river habitat by the restoration of a more natural river corridor",
along with some explanation as to the sort of measures that may be appropriate. This would support your
commitment in paragraph 10.20 to secure Section 106 funding for enhancement of water resources where
possible.

3. Make specific reference to water efficient features such as rain water harvesting and grey water
recycling.

Council's Response:

1. The requirements listed in Policy CC3 are intended to strike a balance between ensuring the policy
objective is achieved without placing an unreasonable burden on developers.

2. The EU Water Framework Directive requires that all inland waters reach at least 'good' chemical and
ecologiocal status by 2015. This target has been updated by the Humber River Basin Management Plan,
2015 which now requires that all water bodies meet good status or, for heavily modified water bodies and
artificial water bodies, good ecological potential and good surface water chemical status by 2021. The
narrative for policy CC3 acknowledges and makes full reference to this. Further, the Environment Agency is
responsible for the management plan's implementation and Policy CC2 clearly states that development
should have full regard to and compliance with the advice of the Environment Agency, the objectives and
priorities for flood risk management set out in the Local Flood Risk Management Strategy and the published
evidence of local flood risk and its significance as included in Strategic Flood Risk Assessments, Surface
Water Management Plans and other recognised sources of flood risk data. It is therefore not considered
necessary to include a reference to the requirements of the EU Water Framework Directive in Policy CC3.
No modification required.

3. The requirements listed in Policy CC3 are intended to strike a balance between ensuring the policy
objective is achieved without placing an unreasonable burden on developers.
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Document Section: Policy CC4 Catchment Management

Representations

Comment ID Lppl1479 Site ref (if applicable):

Person ID: 11803 Name: Mr Abdul Gaffar Organisation: Environment Agency
Environment Agency

Agent ID: Name: Organisation:

Do you consider the plan to be Legally Compliant?:
Legal Compliance Reason:
Do you consider the plan to be Sound?:

Sound Reason:
THIS COMMENT WAS RECEIVED AFTER THE CLOSURE OF THE REPRESENTATION PERIOD. Full submission

attached We are pleased to see the inclusion of the sentence "“Proposals should aim to deliver multi
benefit projects enhancing water quality, habitat and biodiversity'.

Do you consider that the plan complies with the Duty to Co-operate?:

Duty to Co-operate Reason:

Suggested Modifications:

Additional Evidence Link: http://calderdale-consult.objective.co.uk/file/5109653

Comment ID Lpp634 Site ref (if applicable):

Person ID: 1183504 Name: Ms Penny Eastwood Organisation: Co-ordinator SOURCE
Partnership

Agent ID: 1183503 Name: Ms Penny Eastwood Organisation:

Do you consider the plan to be Legally Compliant?: Yes
Legal Compliance Reason:
Do you consider the plan to be Sound?: No

Sound Reason:

Needs to be more specific. e.g. ' P roposals could include moorland restoration including sphagnum
innoculation, new woodlands, attenuation ponds, leaky dams and soil aeration. T hey should aim to deliver
multiple benefits, enhancing water quality, habitats, carbon sequestration and biodiversity.'
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Do you consider that the plan complies with the Duty to Co-operate?: Yes
Duty to Co-operate Reason:

Suggested Modifications:

Needs to be more specific. e.g. ' P roposals could include moorland restoration including sphagnum
innoculation, new woodlands, attenuation ponds, leaky dams and soil aeration. T hey should aim to deliver
multiple benefits, enhancing water quality, habitats, carbon sequestration and biodiversity.'

Additional Evidence Link:

Comment ID Lpp882 Site ref (if applicable):

Person ID: 10988 Name: Mr Anthony Rae Organisation: Coordinator Calderdale
Friends of the Earth

Agent ID: Name: Organisation:

Do you consider the plan to be Legally Compliant?:
Legal Compliance Reason:
Do you consider the plan to be Sound?: No

Sound Reason:

We support the existing wording of this policy but at the moment it does not include an attempt to
encompass potentially harmful development activity in the upland or moorland areas, including its carbon
sequestrating peat bogs, which could weaken or erode their ability to retain or slow the flow of water
down into the valley bottom. Between this policy and GN3 Natural Environment a stronger effort needs to
be made to extend the ability of the local plan to shape upland land management, so that it has the
necessary powers to prevent harmful activity.

Do you consider that the plan complies with the Duty to Co-operate?:
Duty to Co-operate Reason:
Suggested Modifications:

Additional Evidence Link:

Comment ID Lpp989 Site ref (if applicable):
Person ID: 228336 Name: Yorkshire Wildlife Trust Organisation: Yorkshire Wildlife Trust
Agent ID: Name: Organisation:

Do you consider the plan to be Legally Compliant?:
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Legal Compliance Reason:
See attachment

Do you consider the plan to be Sound?:

Sound Reason:
See attachment

Do you consider that the plan complies with the Duty to Co-operate?:
Duty to Co-operate Reason:
Suggested Modifications:

Additional Evidence Link: http://calderdale-consult.objective.co.uk/file/5078786

Main Issues and Council Response

Legal Compliance

Main Issues:
Council's Response:

Test of Soundness

Main Issues:

1. Consideration of impacts of natural flood management be extended to locally designated sites including
local wildlife sites and the Calderdale Wildlife Habitat Network.

2. The policy fails to attempt to encompass potentially harmful development activity in the upland or
moorland areas, including its carbon sequestrating peat bogs, which could weaken or erode their ability to
retain or slow the flow of water down into the valley bottom.

Council's Response:

1. The wording of Policy CC4 is intended to strike a balance between ensuring the policy objective is
achieved without placing an unreasonable burden on developers.

2. Local Plan Policy CC2 manages flood risk in new development and states that development should have
full regard to and compliance with the advice of the Environment Agency, the objectives and priorities for
flood risk management set out in the Local Flood Risk Management Strategy and the published evidence of
local flood risk and its significance as included in Strategic Flood Risk Assessments, Surface Water
Management Plans and other recognised sources of flood risk data. Policy CC2 applies to all areas of the
district to include upland and moorland areas and the protection it provides from potentially harmful
development has not been repeated verbatim in policy CC4.

Duty to Co-operate
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Ividin Issues:
Council's Response:

Suggested Modifications

1. Policy needs to be more specific. E.g.

“Proposals could include moorland restoration including sphagnum inoculation, new woodlands,
attenuation ponds, leaky dams and soil aeration. They should aim to deliver multiple benefits, enhancing
water quality, habitats, carbon sequestration and biodiversity.”

Council's Response:

1. The specific catchment management measures suggested are not precluded by Policy CC4. The wording
of Policy CC4 is intended to strike a balance between ensuring the policy objective is achieved without
placing an unreasonable burden on developers.

No modification required.

44



Document Section: Policy CC5 Supporting Renewable and Low Carbon Energy

Representations

Comment ID Lpp1003 Site ref (if applicable):

Person ID: 228336 Name: Yorkshire Wildlife Trust Organisation: Yorkshire Wildlife Trust
Agent ID: Name: Organisation:

Do you consider the plan to be Legally Compliant?:
Legal Compliance Reason:
Do you consider the plan to be Sound?:

Sound Reason:

YWT welcomes the wording within these policies to protect sites of nature conservation importance. Such
is in line with Paragraph 118 of the NPPF. However, as stated in our comments to Paragraphs 10.40 and
10.43, wind turbines can have significant impacts on bat and bird populations. At present there is no policy
wording with Policies CC5 and CC6 to safeguard bat and bird populations that are not linked to a
designated nature conservation site from wind turbine developments. We therefore advise that the policy
wording is amended to include wording for the protection of populations of key species, in particular bats
and birds.

Do you consider that the plan complies with the Duty to Co-operate?:
Duty to Co-operate Reason:

Suggested Modifications:
Policy wording be amended to include for the protection of key species, in particular bats and birds.

Additional Evidence Link: http://calderdale-consult.objective.co.uk/file/5078786

Comment ID Lpp908 Site ref (if applicable):

Person ID: 10988 Name: Mr Anthony Rae Organisation: Coordinator Calderdale
Friends of the Earth

Agent ID: Name: Organisation:

Do you consider the plan to be Legally Compliant?:
Legal Compliance Reason:

Do you consider the plan to be Sound?: Yes
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Sound Reason:
We support this policy.

Do you consider that the plan complies with the Duty to Co-operate?:
Duty to Co-operate Reason:
Suggested Modifications:

Additional Evidence Link:

Main Issues and Council Response

Legal Compliance

Main Issues:
Council's Response:

Test of Soundness

Main Issues:

1. No wording in Policy CC5 to safeguard bat and bird populations not linked to designated nature
conservation sites from wind turbine developments.

Council's Response:

1. This representation was initially made in response to the Local Plan Initial Draft (2017) with the
supporting text to Policy CC5 amended accordingly prior to issuing the Publication version of the Local Plan.
Paragraph 39 of the Local Plan (SD 01) makes it clear that the issue of harm to bats and birds extends to
areas beyond protected nature conservation sites (sentences 2 and 3). Whilst the Council supports the
objective of protecting bat and bird populations from wind turbines, Policy CC5 is a high level policy in that
it refers to ‘no unacceptable adverse environmental effects, including to areas of bio-diversity importance’
rather than detailing individual threats. It is the purpose of the supporting text to explain and justify the

policy.

Duty to Co-operate

Main Issues:

Council's Response:

Suggested Modifications

1. Policy wording be amended to include for the protection of key species, in particular bats and birds.

Council's Response:

1. ®&Vhilst the Council supports the objective of protecting bat and bird populations from wind turbines,
Policy CC5 is a high level policy in that it refers to ‘no unacceptable adverse environmental effects, including
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to areas of bio-diversity importance’ rather than detailing individual threats. It is the purpose of the
supporting text to explain and justify the policy. Should the Inspector consider the policy wording be

amended as per the representor’s proposed modification the Council would accommodate this addition.
No modification required.
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Document Section: 10.35 Paragraph

Representations

Comment ID Lpp321 Site ref (if applicable):

Person ID: 10978 Name: Mr lan Smith Organisation: Historic England
Agent ID: Name: Organisation:

Do you consider the plan to be Legally Compliant?:
Legal Compliance Reason:
Do you consider the plan to be Sound?: No

Sound Reason:

Paragraph 10.35 et seq: Castle Hill, to the south of Huddersfield, is one of the most distinctive and
prominent landscape features in the region. It is visible from a wide area and is a familiar and valued
landmark. Victoria Tower, which lies on the south-western end of the hill top, accentuates this dramatic
location and has become a key feature of the area's skyline. The visual connections between the site and
the rural and urban areas around it are a fundamental aspect of its setting. Castle Hill is designated as a
Scheduled Monument, with Victoria Tower designated as a Grade Il Listed Building. In order to better
understand the contribution which the area around the monument makes to its setting, in 2016 Kirklees
Council commissioned a Study to examine the extent to which the significance of Castle Hill is derived from
its setting. That document, 'The Castle Hill Setting Study' also examined current features which detract
from this setting, outlined particularly sensitive aspects of the asset's setting and identified future risks and
issues related to the impact of further development in the surrounding area. The study built upon the
'Castle Hill Conservation Management Plan' (2006) which identified the need for careful management of
the setting of Castle Hill over the coming decades to ensure that the key characteristics and features of this
setting are appropriately conserved, and that new developments are appropriate in terms of scale, mass
and design. The Castle Hill Setting Study makes it clear that the extensive wide-ranging views from the
hilltop across the surrounding landscape are a critical component of Castle Hill's setting and notes, in
particular, the potential harm which tall structure, such as wind turbines could have upon the setting of
the monument. The Proposals Map identifies a number of areas as potential locations for small and very
small turbines. Several of these locations (especially to the east of Brighouse) are identified in the Castle
Hill Setting Study as being areas where even very small wind turbines are likely to be visible from the
monument. Consequently, in order to alert potential developers that they may need to assess the impact
which their proposals might have upon the setting of Castle Hill, an additional Paragraph needs to be
included in this Section.

Do you consider that the plan complies with the Duty to Co-operate?:
Duty to Co-operate Reason:

Suggested Modifications:

Insert the following additional Paragraph following Paragraph 10.40:- 'Castle Hill, in Kirklees, is one of the
most distinctive and prominent landscape features in the region. It is visible from a wide area and is a
familiar and valued landmark. Victoria Tower, which lies on the south-western end of the hill top,
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accentuates this dramatic location and has become a key feature of the area's skyline. The visual
connections between the site and the rural and urban areas around it are a fundamental aspect of its
setting. In order to better understand the contribution which the area around the monument makes to its
setting, in 2016 Kirklees Council commissioned a Study to examine the extent to which the significance of
Castle Hill is derived from its setting. The 'Castle Hill Setting Study' makes it clear that the extensive wide-
ranging views from the hilltop across the surrounding landscape are a critical component of Castle Hill's
setting and notes, in particular, the potential harm which tall structure, such as wind turbines could have
upon the setting of the monument. Wind turbine proposals, therefore, will also be expected to take into
account of their potential impacts upon Castle Hill.'

Additional Evidence Link:

Main Issues and Council Response

Legal Compliance

Main Issues:
Council's Response:

Test of Soundness

Main Issues:

1. Castle Hill Setting Study (Kirklees Council) highlights the potential harm tall structures such as wind
turbines could have on the setting of Castle Hill.

2. Proposals Map identifies several potential locations for wind turbines which could harm the setting of
Castle Hill and therefore potential developers need to be aware they may need to assess the impact of

their proposals on Castle Hill.

Council's Response:

1. Mhe Council accepts the points made by Historic England regarding the need to ensure the protection of
the setting of Castle Hill.

2. The Council accepts the points made by Historic England regarding the need to ensure the protection of
the setting of Castle Hill.

Duty to Co-operate

Main Issues:

Council's Response:

Suggested Modifications

1. Insert the following additional Paragraph following Paragraph 10.40:-

“Castle Hill, in Kirklees, is one of the most distinctive and prominent landscape features in the region. It is
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visible from a wide area and is a familiar and valued landmark. Victoria Tower, which lies on the south-
western end of the hill top, accentuates this dramatic location and has become a key feature of the area’s
skyline. The visual connections between the site and the rural and urban areas around it are a fundamental
aspect of its setting. In order to better understand the contribution which the area around the monument
makes to its setting, in 2016 Kirklees Council commissioned a Study to examine the extent to which the
significance of Castle Hill is derived from its setting. The ‘Castle Hill Setting Study’ makes it clear that the
extensive wide-ranging views from the hilltop across the surrounding landscape are a critical component of
Castle Hill’s setting and notes, in particular, the potential harm which tall structure, such as wind turbines
could have upon the setting of the monument. Wind turbine proposals, therefore, will also be expected to
take into account of their potential impacts upon Castle Hill.”

Council's Response:

1. The Council accepts the proposed wording from Historic England designed to ensure the protections of
the setting of Castle Hill and therefore proposes the following modification.

MODIFICATION:

Insert the following after paragraph 10.40 of the Local Plan (SD 01):

“Castle Hill, in Kirklees, is one of the most distinctive and prominent landscape features in the region. It is
visible from a wide area and is a familiar and valued landmark. Victoria Tower, which lies on the south-
western end of the hill top, accentuates this dramatic location and has become a key feature of the area’s
skyline. The visual connections between the site and the rural and urban areas around it are a fundamental
aspect of its setting. In order to better understand the contribution which the area around the monument
makes to its setting, in 2016 Kirklees Council commissioned a Study to examine the extent to which the
significance of Castle Hill is derived from its setting. The ‘Castle Hill Setting Study’ makes it clear that the
extensive wide-ranging views from the hilltops across the surrounding landscape are a critical component of
Castle Hill’s setting and notes, in particular, the potential harm which tall structures, such as wind turbines
could have upon the setting of the monument. Wind turbine proposals, therefore, will also be expected to
take into account their potential impacts upon Castle Hill.”
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Document Section: 10.40 Paragraph

Representations

Comment ID Lppl1001 Site ref (if applicable):

Person ID: 228336 Name: Yorkshire Wildlife Trust Organisation: Yorkshire Wildlife Trust
Agent ID: Name: Organisation:

Do you consider the plan to be Legally Compliant?:
Legal Compliance Reason:
Do you consider the plan to be Sound?:

Sound Reason:

We note that biodiversity impacts have not been added to the strategic priorities when determining the
impacts of wind turbine proposals. Wind turbine developments can have significant impacts on bats and
birds. This is of a particular concern given the large areas of the South Pennine Moors SSSI/SPA/ SAC within
the Calderdale boundary, an internally designated sites for its important bird populations. So far such
impacts have not been mentioned in the paragraphs supporting the wind turbine policy. We therefore
advise that this is added in order to better safeguard biodiversity and designated sites.

Do you consider that the plan complies with the Duty to Co-operate?:
Duty to Co-operate Reason:

Suggested Modifications:
Biodiversity impacts be added to the strategic priorities when determining the impacts of wind turbines in
order to better safeguard biodiversity and designated sites.

Additional Evidence Link: http://calderdale-consult.objective.co.uk/file/5078786

Main Issues and Council Response

Legal Compliance

Main Issues:
Council's Response:

Test of Soundness

Main Issues:
1. In determining impacts of wind turbine proposals no mention of biodiversity impacts such as the
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significant impact on bats and birds.

Council's Response:
1. Paragraph 10.39 of the Local Plan (SD 01) specifically addresses this issue.

Duty to Co-operate
Main Issues:
Council's Response:

Suggested Modifications

1. Biodiversity impacts be added to strategic priorities when assessing impacts of wind turbines

Council's Response:

1. Paragraph 10.39 and Policies CC5 and CC6 of the Local Plan (SD 01) address the issue raised in the
representation.
No modification required.
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Document Section: Policy CC6 Assessment of Renewable and Low Carbon Energy De

Representations

Comment ID Lppl017 Site ref (if applicable):
Person ID: 1121682 Name: Ms Carol Cosens Organisation:
Agent ID: Name: Organisation:

Do you consider the plan to be Legally Compliant?: No
Legal Compliance Reason:
Do you consider the plan to be Sound?: No

Sound Reason:

Building of wind turbines is not acceptable - it's ruining our conservation area and wildlife corridors. There
is no explanation for the wildlife corridor reduction and/or removal.

Do you consider that the plan complies with the Duty to Co-operate?: No
Duty to Co-operate Reason:
Suggested Modifications:

Additional Evidence Link:

Comment ID Lppl104 Site ref (if applicable):
Person ID: 957088 Name: Mrs Thelma Hodgkinson Organisation:
Agent ID: Name: Organisation:

Do you consider the plan to be Legally Compliant?: No
Legal Compliance Reason:

Do you consider the plan to be Sound?: No

Sound Reason:

Wind turbine policy CC6 proposed site marked * on the enclosed map under "Recreation Grounds." |
object to this proposal on the grounds that this area's correct name is Stainland memorial ground and the
land in total was originally bought by the then Stainland urban district council and gifted in its entirety to
the people of Stainland as a lasting commemoration to those people of Stainland who died in World War 1.
To designate even a small portion of this area as a proposed wind turbine mass is a travesty. (See map *).
Also why has this area been highlighted for a potential wind turbine mass when it is adjacent to a local
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wildlife site & close to a conservation area?
Do you consider that the plan complies with the Duty to Co-operate?: No
Duty to Co-operate Reason:

Suggested Modifications:

It is of vital importance that we protect and do not erode our wildlife areas (Which have been vastly
altered under this plan) that we maintain out conservation area and that we continue to protect and
provide our memorial park in its entirety for the benefit of our community.

Additional Evidence Link: http://calderdale-consult.objective.co.uk/file/5082357

Comment ID Lpp1362 Site ref (if applicable):

Person ID: 855708 Name: Barratt Homes & David Organisation: Barratt Homes & David
Wilson Homes Wilson Homes

Agent ID: 1185784 Name: Chris Atkinson Organisation: Barton Willmore

Do you consider the plan to be Legally Compliant?: Yes
Legal Compliance Reason:
Do you consider the plan to be Sound?: No

Sound Reason:

Please refer to attached report prepared by Barton Willmore Part 3 of the policy sets out the Council's
aspirations that all larger scale development should consider the opportunities to provide different and
innovative heating to occupier s. The policy defines larger scale developments as being of 1,000sqm or 10
dwellings or more. It is noted that the policy requires such developments to connect to an existing district
heating network, or to provide a site wide district heating network served by a low carbon heat source,
where technically viable. It is not simply a case of technical viability, but also one of financial viability and
this should be acknowledged within the policy. Our client objects to the policy as currently drafted as it is
unsound and does not meet the tests of soundness as set out at paragraph 35. The policy also requires all
development proposals to demonstrate how sites have been designed to allow for connection to a future
district heating network, in areas where district heating is currently not viable, but where there is potential
for future district heating network. Our Client considers this requirement to be unreasonable as they
should not have to plan for a proposal that may never come forward. As noted above t his may also lead to
financial viability issues which could affect the delivery of the authority's development needs.

Do you consider that the plan complies with the Duty to Co-operate?: Yes
Duty to Co-operate Reason:

Suggested Modifications:
Please refer to attached report prepare by Barton Willmore

Additional Evidence Link: http://calderdale-consult.objective.co.uk/file/5104850
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Comment ID Lpp322 Site ref (if applicable):

Person ID: 10978 Name: Mr lan Smith Organisation: Historic England
Agent ID: Name: Organisation:

Do you consider the plan to be Legally Compliant?:

Legal Compliance Reason:

Do you consider the plan to be Sound?: Yes

Sound Reason:

We support the intention that renewable energy and low-carbon development proposals will be assessed
against the potential harm they might have upon the District's heritage assets. This will help to ensure that
any renewable energy developments take place in a manner which safeguards the distinctive character of
the District and conserves Calderdale's historic environment

Do you consider that the plan complies with the Duty to Co-operate?:
Duty to Co-operate Reason:
Suggested Modifications:

Additional Evidence Link:

Comment ID Lpp404 Site ref (if applicable):

Person ID: 1182962 Name: Stainland District Parish Organisation:
Council

Agent ID: Name: Organisation:

Do you consider the plan to be Legally Compliant?: Yes
Legal Compliance Reason:
Do you consider the plan to be Sound?: No

Sound Reason:

Wind Turbines Policy CC6 objection Stainland & District Parish Council is concerned about the proliferation
of potential wind turbine sites within its area. Many of these potential sites will have a large negative
impact on Stainland Conservation Area. One of the proposed sites crosses Stainland Memorial Park. The
location of the sites does not appear to acknowledge their proximity to Stainland Conservation Area or the
closeness of 25 metre high turbines to the settlement. Overall, The Parish Council objects to: the close
proximity of potential wind turbines to Stainland Conservation Area and the high negative impact the wind
turbines would have on the setting of the Conservation Area and important views both into and out of it; a
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potential wind turbine site across Stainland Memorial Park, which is inappropriate; the close proximity of
wind turbines to existing properties and the high number of potential sites in the Parish Area.

Do you consider that the plan complies with the Duty to Co-operate?: Yes
Duty to Co-operate Reason:

Suggested Modifications:
We are sure the Inspector will be able to decide the best way forward based on the comments.

Additional Evidence Link:

Comment ID Lpp473 Site ref (if applicable):
Person ID: 1182866 Name: Fieldhouse Organisation:
Agent ID: Name: Organisation:

Do you consider the plan to be Legally Compliant?: Yes
Legal Compliance Reason:
Do you consider the plan to be Sound?: No

Sound Reason:

| object to the large number of potential windturbine sites in the area. Many of these potential sites will
have a large negative impacton Stainland Conservation Area. One of the proposed sites crosses Stainland
Memorial Park. The location of the sites does not appear to acknowledge their proximity to
StainlandConservation Area or the closeness of 25 metre high turbines to theconservation area

Do you consider that the plan complies with the Duty to Co-operate?: Yes
Duty to Co-operate Reason:

Suggested Modifications:
Green belt should be retained around the conservation area of Stainland

Additional Evidence Link:

Comment ID Lpp724 Site ref (if applicable):

Person ID: 11797 Name: Mr & Mrs Mark & Amanda Organisation:
Tattersall

Agent ID: Name: Organisation:

Do you consider the plan to be Legally Compliant?: Yes
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Legal Compliance Reason:
Do you consider the plan to be Sound?: No

Sound Reason:

We object to the proliferation of potential wind turbine sites within the Stainland & District Parish Council
area. The spread, number, location and distance of proposed wind turbine areas does not reflect the aim
of Policy CC6. They do not adhere to The South Pennines Wind Energy Landscape Study and the locations
also conflict with Policy HE1 for the Historic Environment. Many of the potential sites will have a high
negative impact on Stainland Conservation Area. One of the proposed sites crosses Stainland Memorial
Park. Our comment also refers to wind turbines up to 18 metres, as this size of turbine is still potentially
large enough to also have a high negative impact. The potential wind turbine locations were not included
within the 2017 Draft Local Plan map at last year's consultation. They have therefore not been previously
consulted on before this Published version. A large area of turbines is proposed on Stainland Moor. The
Local Plan currently proposes to remove this area of land from the Special Landscape Area. We have
commented separately on this. The location of the sites does not appear to acknowledge their proximity to
Stainland Conservation Area or the closeness of 25-metre-high turbines to the settlements. Overall, we
object to: the close proximity of potential wind turbines to Stainland Conservation Area and the high
negative impact the wind turbines would have on the setting of the Conservation Area and important
views both into and out of it; a potential wind turbine site across Stainland Memorial Park, which is
inappropriate. The park was gifted to the people of Stainland in commemoration of those who died in the
1st World War; the close proximity of wind turbines to existing properties and the high number of
potential sites

Do you consider that the plan complies with the Duty to Co-operate?: Yes
Duty to Co-operate Reason:

Suggested Modifications:
The potential wind turbine areas on the Local Plan policies map should first reflect the aims of policy CC6,
HE1 and the South Pennines Wind Energy Landscape Study.

Additional Evidence Link:

Main Issues and Council Response

Legal Compliance

Main Issues:
Council's Response:

Test of Soundness

Main Issues:
1. No reference in the policy to financial viability regarding connections to district heat networks.

2. Requiring development proposals to demonstrate how sites have been designed to allow for connection
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to a future district heating network is
unreasonable as they should not have to plan for a proposal that may never come forward.

3. No wording in Policy CC6 to safeguard bat and bird populations not linked to designated nature
conservation sites from wind turbine developments.

4. Policies Map: Potential wind turbine site shown which is located on Stainland Memorial Ground and
which was gifted to the people of Stainland as a lasting commemoration to those people of Stainland who
died in WW1.

5. Policies Map: Potential site on Stainland Memorial Ground is adjacent to a local wildlife site and close to
Stainland Conservation Area.

6. Policies Map: proliferation of potential wind turbine sites within Stainland and District Parish Council
Area with implications for Stainland Conservation Area, Stainland Moor and proximity to existing
properties.

Council's Response:

1. The policy is flexible in terms of technical requirements but to add financial viability would risk the policy
not being implemented. Measures such as district heat networks are required to address Climate Change
issues, an objective of the NPPF. Much of the infrastructure will be provided by an appropriate
infrastructure provider with no or limited cost to the developer. Any financial costs should be reflected in
the overall design and costing of development schemes including the price of land. Notably, the policy does
not currently apply to smaller developments where it could be more difficult to absorb/plan for any
additional costs.

2. District heat networks have the potential to significantly reduce carbon emissions and thereby help to
reduce the impact of development on Climate Change. As this technology will be more widely available in
the future it is in the interests of good planning practice to ensure new residential developments are
designed in such a way as to provide opportunities to utilise this source of energy. See also EV 13
Renewable and Low Carbon Energy Technical Paper (2018).

3. The Council supports the objective of protecting bat and bird populations from wind turbines. Whilst
Policy CC6 refers to ‘...sites of nature conservation or biodiversity value’, the supporting text in paragraph
10.39 of the Local Plan (SD 01) clarifies the areas to which the Policy applies making it clear that the issue of
harm to bats and birds extends to areas beyond protected nature conservation sites.

4. Locations shown on the Proposals Map (SD 02) as potentially suitable for wind turbines are indications of
where wind turbines may be acceptable based on technical and landscape considerations in accordance
with Government Guidance - See EV 13 Renewable and Low Carbon Energy Technical Paper (2018). They
are not actual proposals. For a wind energy development to go ahead the landowner would have to agree
to the land being used for such a purpose.

5. Locations shown on the Proposals Map (SD 02) as potentially suitable for wind turbines are indications of
where wind turbines may be acceptable based on technical and landscape considerations in accordance
with Government Guidance - See EV 13 Renewable and Low Carbon Energy Technical Paper (2018). They
are not actual proposals. For a wind energy development to go ahead the landowner would have to agree
to the land being used for such a purpose. Any proposals would also have to meet the requirements of the
relevant policies in the Local Plan (SD 01) and in particular Policy CC6 (Assessment of Renewable and Low
Carbon Energy Development Proposals).
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6. Locations shown on the Proposals Map (SD 02) as potentially suitable for wind turbines are indications of
where wind turbines may be acceptable based on technical and landscape considerations in accordance
with Government Guidance - See EV 13 Renewable and Low Carbon Energy Technical Paper (2018). They
are not actual proposals. For a wind energy development to go ahead the landowner would have to agree
to the land being used for such a purpose. Any proposals would also have to meet the requirements of the
relevant policies in the Local Plan (SD 01) and in particular Policy CC6 (Assessment of Renewable and Low
Carbon Energy Development Proposals).

Duty to Co-operate

Main Issues:
Council's Response:

Suggested Modifications

1. Policy to acknowledge implementation subject to financial viability as well as technical viability of
connecting to district heat networks.

2. Policy should not include requirement to design for connection to a district heating network which may
only become available in the future.

3.Policy wording be amended to include for the protection of key species, in particular bats and birds.
4. Policies Map: Ensure protect and not erode wildlife areas and maintain Stainland Conservation Area.

5. Policies Map: Continue to protect and provide the Stainland Memorial Park in its entirety for the benefit
of the community.

6. Policies Map: Potential wind turbine areas on the Local Plan policies map should reflect the aims of
Policies CC6, HE1 and the South Pennines Wind Energy Landscape Study.

Council's Response:

1. The policy is flexible in terms of technical requirements but to add financial viability would risk the policy
not being implemented. Measures such as district heat networks are required to address Climate Change
issues, an objective of the NPPF. Much of the infrastructure will be provided by an appropriate
infrastructure provider with no or limited cost to the developer. Any financial costs should be reflected in
the overall design and costing of development schemes including the price of land. Notably, the policy does
not currently apply to smaller developments where it could be more difficult to absorb/plan for any
additional costs.

No modification required.

2. District heat networks have the potential to significantly reduce carbon emissions and thereby help to
reduce the impact of development on Climate Change. As this technology will be more widely available in
the future it is in the interests of good planning practice to ensure new residential developments are
designed in such a way as to provide opportunities to utilise this source of energy. See also EV 13
Renewable and Low Carbon Energy Technical Paper (2018).

No modification required.
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3. The Council supports the objective of protecting bat and bird populations from wind turbines. Whilst
Policy CC6 refers to ‘...sites of nature conservation or biodiversity value’, the supporting text in paragraph
10.39 of the Local Plan (SD 01) clarifies the areas to which the Policy applies making it clear that the issue of
harm to bats and birds extends to areas beyond protected nature conservation sites. It is the purpose of the
supporting text to explain and justify the policy rather than making the Policy overly long and detailed.

No modification required.

4. Locations shown on the Proposals Map (SD 02) as potentially suitable for wind turbines are indications of
where wind turbines may be acceptable based on technical and landscape considerations in accordance
with Government Guidance - See EV 13 Renewable and Low Carbon Energy Technical Paper (2018). They
are not actual proposals. For a wind energy development to go ahead the landowner would have to agree
to the land being used for such a purpose.

No modification required.

5. Locations shown on the Proposals Map (SD 02) as potentially suitable for wind turbines are indications of
where wind turbines may be acceptable based on technical and landscape considerations in accordance
with Government Guidance - See EV 13 Renewable and Low Carbon Energy Technical Paper (2018). They
are not actual proposals. For a wind energy development to go ahead the landowner would have to agree
to the land being used for such a purpose. Any proposals would also have to meet the requirements of the
relevant policies in the Local Plan (SD 01) and in particular Policy CC6 (Assessment of Renewable and Low
Carbon Energy Development Proposals).

No modification required.

6. Locations shown on the Proposals Map (SD 02) as potentially suitable for wind turbines are indications of
where wind turbines may be acceptable based on technical and landscape considerations in accordance
with Government Guidance - See EV 13 Renewable and Low Carbon Energy Technical Paper (2018). They
are not actual proposals. For a wind energy development to go ahead the landowner would have to agree
to the land being used for such a purpose. Any proposals would also have to meet the requirements of the
relevant policies in the Local Plan (SD 01) and in particular Policy CC6 (Assessment of Renewable and Low
Carbon Energy Development Proposals).

No modification required.
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Document Section: 11.1 Managing Growth

Representations

Comment ID Lpp406 Site ref (if applicable):
Person ID: 1182972 Name: Mrs Heather Rooney Organisation:
Agent ID: Name: Organisation:

Do you consider the plan to be Legally Compliant?:
Legal Compliance Reason:
Do you consider the plan to be Sound?: No

Sound Reason:

Exponential Growth of Brighouse Brighouse is a small town within Calderdale yet it has been allocated
more than 50% of the proposed new housing and will result in a 31% increase in the size of Brighouse. This
scale of growth will completely change the ethos of our town alongside plans of neighbouring Kirklees
Council to build new houses up to its border to potentially "merge" with Brighouse.

Do you consider that the plan complies with the Duty to Co-operate?:
Duty to Co-operate Reason:

Suggested Modifications:

| understand the need to provide housing but feel that there should be smaller developments throughout
the Calderdale rather than targeting Brighouse for the lion's share. There should be a mixture of different
types ofhousing, not just large executive style properties, to enable more people to be able to buy their
own home. | was under the impression that developers had to include some affordable housing butthese
seem to be very rare in the recent local developments. | can personally confirm that this is the case as my
son is unable to find an affordable first property. | am not aNIMBY and would welcome some smaller
developments but only with careful consideration to the points raised above which, in its present format, |
do not feelthat the Calderdale Local Plan has addressed.

Additional Evidence Link:

Main Issues and Council Response

Legal Compliance

Main Issues:
Council's Response:

Test of Soundness
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Main Issues:

1. Proposed growth for Brighouse is disproportionate and will change the nature of the town and
surrounding area.

2. Development will potentially merge Brighouse with Kirklees.

3. The Plan should ensure a mixture of house types and affordable housing provision.

Council's Response:

1. The paper to the Local Plan Working Party 17th August 2016 attached to evidence document EV09
considers the distribution of development throughout the Local Plan process. The Council considers its
distribution of development to be justified and supportive of sustainable development.

2. See Exceptional Circumstances for the Release of Green Belt 2018, specifically Appendix 2 (LPWP Report
August 2016: Distribution of Growth).

3. The Plan includes Policy HS3 Housing Mix and HS6 Affordable Housing which addresses these issues.

Duty to Co-operate

Main Issues:
Council's Response:

Suggested Modifications

Council's Response:

62



Document Section: 12 Health and Well Being

Representations

Comment ID Lpp1539 Site ref (if applicable):

Person ID: 1139521 Name: Clir Sophie Whittaker Organisation: Councillor
Agent ID: Name: Organisation:

Do you consider the plan to be Legally Compliant?:
Legal Compliance Reason:
Do you consider the plan to be Sound?: No

Sound Reason:
All allocated sites in Rastrick, except one small site (LP0846 "“ 12 dwellings) and a half of another (LP0893),
are either Green Belt sites, greenfield, designated Open Space, part of the Wildlife Corridor, used for
agricultural purposes, or a combination of the aforementioned. Not only do the Council not stipulate how
they plan to tackle the inevitable deterioration of public health through increasing air pollution levels, they
have failed to address how they plan to enable and support healthy lifestyles - for example through the
provision of accessible green spaces, safe walking and cycling infrastructure, sports facilities, allotments,
etc. "“ when they are recommending the development of land that contribute significantly to improving
the local environment, and are well used by members of the public for fithess, health and wellbeing. As
previously stated, Rastrick has a population that is already 4 times that of Calderdale as a whole, in an area
that only accounts for 1.4% (spatially) of the Borough. Excessive development in Rastrick, to the proposed
scale, is on Green Belt/greenfield sites. Why? Because the area is so densely populated, that there are no
other sites large sites available. So, it seems that Calderdale, instead of allocating the housing numbers our
more fairly and proportionally across the Borough, they have decided to target Green Belt/greenfield sites
in Rastrick & Brighouse, meaning that existing residents have to suffer the loss of the majority of their open
spaces and can expect to see their public health decline as there is no plan to help sustain and improve it.
The Council have therefore radically failed in their strategic approach to address their own priorities and
objectives of tackling health inequalities, obesity, physical activity, and air quality, in a Borough where
deprivation is higher than the national average.

Do you consider that the plan complies with the Duty to Co-operate?:
Duty to Co-operate Reason:
Suggested Modifications:

Additional Evidence Link: http://calderdale-consult.objective.co.uk/file/5103797

Comment ID Lpp535 Site ref (if applicable): LP1463
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Person ID: 1129567 Name: Mr Sanjit Chaggar Organisation:

Agent ID: Name: Organisation:
Do you consider the plan to be Legally Compliant?: No

Legal Compliance Reason:

The local plan for the Thornhills, Clifton development is not legally complient. There seems to be no
concrete plan as to the provision of a safe community, and no involvement of the community already living
in Clifton in the decision making process. The local plan isout of touch with the realities of the politics
surrounding air quality, which Calderdale is already one of the worst in England and needs improving
considerably, which realistically could take years and years to be brought within legal limits. The issue of air

quality has an impact of peoples health and well-being, especially the most vulnerable being children and
elderly people.

Do you consider the plan to be Sound?: No

Sound Reason:

There is no consideration for the community already residing in the area. No solid plans on how to manage
the already growing concern regarding air quality. No thought around supporting a healthy lifestyle,
without the need for extra pollution, congestion and road safety issues from a new development. More
vehicle emissions will bring poorer air quality and adverse health impacts, especially for the most
vulnerable in society being children and elderly people. Pollution and road safety issues discourage
physical activity, e.g. walking and cycling. Green belt land is perfect for walking and promoting physical
activity, so why is it being built on? The lack of infrastructure for this development includes hospitals,
doctors and other health care facilities etc. which are needed to support the individuals that will live within
this new development. There are a lack of these health care facilities in this area at present.

Do you consider that the plan complies with the Duty to Co-operate?: No

Duty to Co-operate Reason:

There has been no effort to co-operate with the residents already residing in the area to discuss ideas or
concerns surrounding the new development. The plan proposes a major development but with a lack of
infrastructure regarding hospitals, doctors and other health care facilities etc. which are needed to support
the individuals that will live within this new development.

Suggested Modifications:

The number of houses needs to be modified in relation to the resources that already exist within the
Clifton, Brighouse area. The number of houses proposed would require recreational and play areas to
promote health and well-being for children. Also GP surgeries and other health care facilities etc. are
needed to support a new community.

Additional Evidence Link:

Main Issues and Council Response

Legal Compliance
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Main Issues:
Council's Response:

Test of Soundness

Main Issues:

1. Air quality has an impact on people’s health and wellbeing. Insufficient consideration has been given to
air quality

2. The Council should be promoting and supporting healthy lifestyles including providing amenity space in
any new housing development, accessible green space, walking and cycling routes etc.

3.Distribution of the allocations and subsequent loss of green space in the Clifton area will have a
detrimental impact on public health.

Council's Response:

1. Air quality is dealt with comprehensively in the relevant technical paper and the Environmental
Protection chapter of the Local Plan.

2. The Council does support healthy lifestyles - see Local Plan policy HW3

3. Whilst the Local Plan will result in the loss of a small amount of Green Belt, there will be an overall
improvement to the quality of open space.

Duty to Co-operate

Main Issues:

1. There has been no effort to co-operate with the residents already residing in the area to discuss ideas or
concerns surrounding new development.

Council's Response:
1. Consultation has been undertaken in line with the Council's Statement of Community Involvement.

Suggested Modifications

1. The number of houses needs to be modified in relation to the resources that already exist within the
Clifton, Brighouse area.

Council's Response:
1. No modification is required
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Document Section: 12.2 Paragraph

Representations

Comment ID Lpp717 Site ref (if applicable):
Person ID: 368488 Name: Mr & Mrs E Archbold Organisation:
Agent ID: Name: Organisation:

Do you consider the plan to be Legally Compliant?: Yes
Legal Compliance Reason:
Do you consider the plan to be Sound?: No

Sound Reason:
This contradicts with section 2.45 which states projected decline in under age 16.

Do you consider that the plan complies with the Duty to Co-operate?: Yes
Duty to Co-operate Reason:

Suggested Modifications:

Please ensure the plan accurately reflects population growth, remove contradictions, and ensure planned
developments fit with thecorrectly projected needs.

Additional Evidence Link:

Main Issues and Council Response

Legal Compliance

Main Issues:
Council's Response:

Test of Soundness

Main Issues:
1. Contradicts with section 2.45 which states projected decline in under age 16.

Council's Response:

1. It is noted that there is projected to be a net decrease in the number of 0-18 year olds over the life of the
Local Plan

Dutv to Co-operate
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Main Issues:
Council's Response:

Suggested Modifications

1. Need to ensure the plan accurately reflects population growth, remove contradictions, and ensure
planned developments fit with the correctly projected needs.

Council's Response:
1. This text needs to be corrected for the sake of accuracy.
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Document Section: 12.4 Paragraph

Representations

Comment ID Lpp1363 Site ref (if applicable):
Person ID: 844298 Name: Clir Howard Blagbrough Organisation:
Agent ID: Name: Organisation:

Do you consider the plan to be Legally Compliant?:
Legal Compliance Reason:
Do you consider the plan to be Sound?:

Sound Reason:

Please also see attachment. As a council we are to promote healthy lifestyles, yet new housing estates
throughout the country do not have adequate amenity space as developers try to maximise their land and
provide very little garden space. Within the Clifton area, there is only one play area in the village. The play
equipment within this park is dated and desperately needs replacing "“ however the council do not have
funds in this finance year to replace some of the failed equipment, and yet we are still trying promote
people in the community to have a healthy lifestyle and become active.

Do you consider that the plan complies with the Duty to Co-operate?:
Duty to Co-operate Reason:
Suggested Modifications:

Additional Evidence Link: http://calderdale-consult.objective.co.uk/file/5105906

Main Issues and Council Response

Legal Compliance

Main Issues:
Council's Response:

Test of Soundness

Main Issues:
1. With the additional housing and the lack of a plan to address the problem, air quality will become worse.

2. Clifton village does not have sufficient facilities for play and amenity spaces that are required for healthy
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lifestyles.

Council's Response:

1. Air quality is dealt with comprehensively in the relevant technical paper and the Environmental
Protection chapter of the Local Plan.

2. The garden suburbs will include enhanced provision of play and amenity space.

Duty to Co-operate

Main Issues:
Council's Response:

Suggested Modifications

Council's Response:
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Document Section: Policy HW1 Health Impacts of Development

Representations

Comment ID Lpp1248 Site ref (if applicable):

Person ID: 1185314 Name: Mr Dave McGuire Organisation: Sport England
Agent ID: Name: Organisation:

Do you consider the plan to be Legally Compliant?:
Legal Compliance Reason:
Do you consider the plan to be Sound?:

Sound Reason:

Sport England wishes to offer its strong support to policies HW1-HW3. Helping to improve levels of physical
activity across communities is an increasingly important part of improving their overall well-being. The
policies recognise the role that the planning system can play in this. The use of Health Impact Assessments
is useful tool in understanding the helath impacts of planning decisions at whatever scale, and we would
expect that the Local Plan's policies and proposals (beyond the policy on Hot Food Takeaways) have been
the subject of an Assessment.

Do you consider that the plan complies with the Duty to Co-operate?:
Duty to Co-operate Reason:
Suggested Modifications:

Additional Evidence Link:

Comment ID Lppl1452 Site ref (if applicable):
Person ID: 1183599 Name: Mr Andrew Wood Organisation: Consultant Planner CPRE
Agent ID: Name: Organisation:

Do you consider the plan to be Legally Compliant?:
Legal Compliance Reason:
Do you consider the plan to be Sound?: No

Sound Reason:

See attachments for context of comments. Introductory paragraph of Evidence Paper 2 states that: Please
note that it was our intention to divide up this document and submit it in relevant sections using the
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representation form, but having downloaded the form we found that key entry fields were locked. Given
that the representation system is in any case not well-suited to comments that develop a narrative and
contain figures and tables, we have therefore reverted to submitting full documents. These are structured
as carefully as possible to enable you to use them. It is our view that the Publication Draft is not positively
prepared to deliver sustainable development. It is not justified by the most appropriate and up-to-date
evidence of development needs. And it will not be effective in delivering sustainable development, due to
fundamental internal contradictions between the scale and distribution of development and other key
policies in the Plan. This evidence paper explains our position on these points, and we conclude that very
substantial modifications will be needed to make the Plan sound. Policies HW1 to HW3: Health and
Wellbeing In our view the key spatial policies in the Plan (SD3 to SD7) will fail to address key aspects of the
health and wellbeing policies, in particular: HW1 (iii) " promoting and enabling healthy lifestyles as the
normal, easy choice"; HW2 "“ HIA expectation (vi) for active travel, public transport and accessibility; HW3
5th bullet " Strongly encouraging the re-use of vacant and derelict buildings and spaces (brownfield land)".
Crucially, these are presented as development management considerations, but there is no evidence
offered as to how the spatial policies of the Plan will create the conditions for those considerations to be
implemented. We cannot expect an HIA of a development to deal properly with active travel if it is on an
allocated site in an adopted Plan, but that site is not well-located to promote active travel. Therefore, in
our view, the health and wellbeing policies need to be significantly re-framed to set good standards for
enhancing health and wellbeing at the Plan level. It is also very significant, and worrying, that there are no
monitoring indicators and targets offered for these policies, and therefore no sense of the direction or rate
of progress that is hoped for. This must be addressed if the Plan is to be considered sound.

Do you consider that the plan complies with the Duty to Co-operate?:
Duty to Co-operate Reason:
Suggested Modifications:

Additional Evidence Link: http://calderdale-consult.objective.co.uk/file/5102830

Comment ID Lppl54 Site ref (if applicable):
Person ID: 1171108 Name: Mr Brian Crossley (SNLPF) Organisation: Chairperson SNLPF
Agent ID: Name: Organisation:

Do you consider the plan to be Legally Compliant?: Yes
Legal Compliance Reason:
Do you consider the plan to be Sound?: No

Sound Reason:

The quite country lanes to the north of Shelf are well used by walkers, runners and horse riders for healthy
exercise and enjoyment. The fields to the north of Shelf are criss-crossed by Public Footpaths allowing
people to get out and enjoy open views, healthy fresh air and basically to 'de-stress'. The Council must
explain how destroying large areas of greenbelt, Open Space and quiet woodland in Shelf and Northowram
promote the aims of this policy? Proposals for development on LP0221, LP0782, LP1041 and LP1543 will
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destroy and deny access to, the very amenities that this policy is seeking to provide and support. The
Council must explain how forcing development traffic and thousands of domestic car trips onto quiet,
narrow, substandard lanes leads to a healthy and stress-free environment? The Council must explain how
destruction of a tranquil woodland area, well used for gentle exercise and walking, promotes the aims of

this policy.

Do you consider that the plan complies with the Duty to Co-operate?: Yes
Duty to Co-operate Reason:

Suggested Modifications:

Additional Evidence Link:

Main Issues and Council Response

Legal Compliance

Main Issues:
Council's Response:

Test of Soundness

Main Issues:
1. Development management policies cannot address health and wellbeing if the sites allocated in the Plan
are not well suited to promoting active travel

2. Loss of Green Belt and countryside will reduce opportunities for recreation.

Council's Response:
1. The sites allocated in the Local Plan are in sustainable locations; and strategic allocations will be
masterplanned to ensure that the layout promotes active travel.

2. To the contrary the Garden Suburbs will improve access to recreational opportunities through careful
masterplanning.

Duty to Co-operate

Main Issues:
Council's Response:

Suggested Modifications

Council's Response:
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Document Section: Policy HW2 Health Impact Assessment

Representations

Comment ID Lppl176 Site ref (if applicable):

Person ID: 1069334 Name: Ms Megan Pashley Organisation: Gladman Developments Ltd
Agent ID: Name: Organisation:

Do you consider the plan to be Legally Compliant?:
Legal Compliance Reason:
Do you consider the plan to be Sound?:

Sound Reason:

Policy NW2 outlines that proposals for residential development of more than 30 dwellings will be required
to provide a health impact assessment. Gladman once again query the necessity of this policy and how the
health impact assessments will be judged in a consistent manner through the development management
process. Furthermore, Gladman consider the requirement for large-scale applications to undertake a full
health impact assessment (HIA) places an unnecessary additional burden on applicants. Gladman note that
in r elation to HIA's the PPG states that "these may be a useful tool to use where there is expected to be
significant impacts" but it also outlines the importance of the local plan in considering wider health issues
in an area. As such where a development is in line with policies in the Local Plan a HIA should not be
necessary. Gladman submit that a full HIA should not be a standard requirement for all major applications.

Do you consider that the plan complies with the Duty to Co-operate?:
Duty to Co-operate Reason:

Suggested Modifications:

Additional Evidence Link: http://calderdale-consult.objective.co.uk/file/5089285

Comment ID Lppl212 Site ref (if applicable):
Person ID: 1185143 Name: Mr John England Organisation:
Agent ID: 960827 Name: Emma Lancaster Organisation: Quod Ltd

Do you consider the plan to be Legally Compliant?: Yes

Legal Compliance Reason:
Please refer to attached Representations.
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Do you consider the plan to be Sound?: No

Sound Reason:
Please refer to attached Representations.

Do you consider that the plan complies with the Duty to Co-operate?: Yes

Duty to Co-operate Reason:
Please refer to attached Representations.

Suggested Modifications:
Please refer to attached Representations.

Additional Evidence Link: http://calderdale-consult.objective.co.uk/file/5096831

Comment ID Lppl221 Site ref (if applicable):

Person ID: 1140030 Name: Organisation: Strata Homes & Clugston
Group Ltd

Agent ID: 960827 Name: Emma Lancaster Organisation: Quod Ltd

Do you consider the plan to be Legally Compliant?: Yes

Legal Compliance Reason:
Please refer to attached Representations.

Do you consider the plan to be Sound?: No

Sound Reason:
Please refer to attached Representations.

Do you consider that the plan complies with the Duty to Co-operate?: Yes

Duty to Co-operate Reason:
Please refer to attached Representations.

Suggested Modifications:
Please refer to attached Representations.

Additional Evidence Link: http://calderdale-consult.objective.co.uk/file/5097655

Comment ID Lppl1228 Site ref (if applicable):
Person ID: 1028087 Name: Mr Luke Axe MRTPI Organisation: Keyland Developments Ltd
Agent ID: 962361 Name: Mr Andrew Rose Organisation: Spawforth Associates
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Do you consider the plan to be Legally Compliant?:
Legal Compliance Reason:
Do you consider the plan to be Sound?: No

Sound Reason:
See Attachment

Do you consider that the plan complies with the Duty to Co-operate?:
Duty to Co-operate Reason:
Suggested Modifications:

Additional Evidence Link: http://calderdale-consult.objective.co.uk/file/5100797

Comment ID Lppl249 Site ref (if applicable):
Person ID: 1185314 Name: Mr Dave McGuire Organisation: Sport England
Agent ID: Name: Organisation:

Do you consider the plan to be Legally Compliant?:
Legal Compliance Reason:
Do you consider the plan to be Sound?:

Sound Reason:

Sport England wishes to offer its strong support to policies HW1-HW3. Helping to improve levels of physical
activity across communities is an increasingly important part of improving their overall well-being. The
policies recognise the role that the planning system can play in this. The use of Health Impact Assessments
is useful tool in understanding the helath impacts of planning decisions at whatever scale, and we would
expect that the Local Plan's policies and proposals (beyond the policy on Hot Food Takeaways) have been
the subject of an Assessment.

Do you consider that the plan complies with the Duty to Co-operate?:
Duty to Co-operate Reason:
Suggested Modifications:

Additional Evidence Link:

Comment ID Lppl271 Site ref (if applicable):
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Person ID: 1185592 Name: Yorkshire Housing

Agent ID: 1185594 Name: Mr Mark Johnson

Do you consider the plan to be Legally Compliant?:
Legal Compliance Reason:
Do you consider the plan to be Sound?: No

Sound Reason:
See attachment

Organisation: Yorkshire Housing

Organisation: Managing Director Johnson
Mowat

Do you consider that the plan complies with the Duty to Co-operate?:

Duty to Co-operate Reason:
Suggested Modifications:

Additional Evidence Link:

http://calderdale-consult.objective.co.uk/file/5102264

Comment ID Lppl316

Person ID: 1129942 Name: Norah Smith

Agent ID: 1185594 Name: Mr Mark Johnson

Do you consider the plan to be Legally Compliant?:
Legal Compliance Reason:
Do you consider the plan to be Sound?: No

Sound Reason:
See attachment

Site ref (if applicable):

Organisation:

Organisation: Managing Director Johnson
Mowat

Do you consider that the plan complies with the Duty to Co-operate?:

Duty to Co-operate Reason:
Suggested Modifications:

Additional Evidence Link:

CommentID Lppl364

http://calderdale-consult.objective.co.uk/file/5104801

Site ref (if applicable):



Person ID: 855708 Name: Barratt Homes & David Organisation: Barratt Homes & David
Wilson Homes Wilson Homes

Agent ID: 1185784 Name: Chris Atkinson Organisation: Barton Willmore
Do you consider the plan to be Legally Compliant?: Yes

Legal Compliance Reason:

Do you consider the plan to be Sound?: No

Sound Reason:
Please refer to attached report prepared by Barton Willmore The policy requires a Health Impact
Assessment (HIA) to be provided for residential developments of 30 or more units. Our Client objects to
the requirements of this policy for a number of reasons, which are outlined below. The requirement for a
HIA should be dealt with via the Council's local validation checklist and not through a specific planning
policy. Our Client therefore objects to the policy on the basis that it is not effective or consistent with the
Framework, and we would advise that it is deleted. In addition, the policy states that a HIA should address
issues such as physical activity, diet and nutrition, and alcohol and drug use. This is overly onerous and
there is no indication as to how such assessments would be considered by the Council and the guidance
which they should follow. Many of these issues outlined above cannot realistically be controlled by
developers once they have completed a site and the properties are purchased and occupied by private
individuals. There is no way that they can control issues such as diet, exercise and drug and alcohol use.
This policy should be deleted from the draft Local Plan as it is unsound. Notwithstanding our Clients
overarching view that Policy HW2 should be deleted, if it is retained, it is currently too prescriptive in terms
of the level of detail that is required in a HIA. Our Client is supportive of a strategic policy, such as Policy
HW1, that seeks to improve the health of Calderdale residents, however, Policy HW?2 is unjustified, overly
onerous and will not be effective.

Do you consider that the plan complies with the Duty to Co-operate?: Yes
Duty to Co-operate Reason:

Suggested Modifications:
Please refer to attached report prepare by Barton Willmore

Additional Evidence Link: http://calderdale-consult.objective.co.uk/file/5104850

Comment ID Lppl424 Site ref (if applicable):
Person ID: 960161 Name: Miss Lucy Hawley Organisation: Highstone Homes
Agent ID: 1185594 Name: Mr Mark Johnson Organisation: Managing Director Johnson

Mowat
Do you consider the plan to be Legally Compliant?:

Legal Compliance Reason:
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Do you consider the plan to be Sound?: No

Sound Reason:
See attached statement

Do you consider that the plan complies with the Duty to Co-operate?:
Duty to Co-operate Reason:

Suggested Modifications:
See attached statement

Additional Evidence Link: http://calderdale-consult.objective.co.uk/file/5107522

Comment ID Lpp1453 Site ref (if applicable):
Person ID: 1183599 Name: Mr Andrew Wood Organisation: Consultant Planner CPRE
Agent ID: Name: Organisation:

Do you consider the plan to be Legally Compliant?:
Legal Compliance Reason:
Do you consider the plan to be Sound?: No

Sound Reason:

See attachments for context of comments. Introductory paragraph of Evidence Paper 2 states that: Please
note that it was our intention to divide up this document and submit it in relevant sections using the
representation form, but having downloaded the form we found that key entry fields were locked. Given
that the representation system is in any case not well-suited to comments that develop a narrative and
contain figures and tables, we have therefore reverted to submitting full documents. These are structured
as carefully as possible to enable you to use them. It is our view that the Publication Draft is not positively
prepared to deliver sustainable development. It is not justified by the most appropriate and up-to-date
evidence of development needs. And it will not be effective in delivering sustainable development, due to
fundamental internal contradictions between the scale and distribution of development and other key
policies in the Plan. This evidence paper explains our position on these points, and we conclude that very
substantial modifications will be needed to make the Plan sound. Policies HW1 to HW3: Health and
Wellbeing In our view the key spatial policies in the Plan (SD3 to SD7) will fail to address key aspects of the
health and wellbeing policies, in particular: HW1 (iii) " promoting and enabling healthy lifestyles as the
normal, easy choice"; HW2 "“ HIA expectation (vi) for active travel, public transport and accessibility; HW3
5th bullet " Strongly encouraging the re-use of vacant and derelict buildings and spaces (brownfield land)".
Crucially, these are presented as development management considerations, but there is no evidence
offered as to how the spatial policies of the Plan will create the conditions for those considerations to be
implemented. We cannot expect an HIA of a development to deal properly with active travel if it is on an
allocated site in an adopted Plan, but that site is not well-located to promote active travel. Therefore, in
our view, the health and wellbeing policies need to be significantly re-framed to set good standards for
enhancing health and wellbeing at the Plan level. It is also very significant, and worrying, that there are no
monitoring indicators and targets offered for these policies, and therefore no sense of the direction or rate
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of progress that is hoped for. This must be addressed if the Plan is to be considered sound.
Do you consider that the plan complies with the Duty to Co-operate?:

Duty to Co-operate Reason:

Suggested Modifications:

Additional Evidence Link: http://calderdale-consult.objective.co.uk/file/5102830

Comment ID Lpp364 Site ref (if applicable): LP1232
Person ID: 1123386 Name: Mr James Moore Organisation:
Agent ID: Name: Organisation:

Do you consider the plan to be Legally Compliant?: Yes
Legal Compliance Reason:
Do you consider the plan to be Sound?: No

Sound Reason:

Calderdale has not met their Air Quality targets, however the proposal is to build 4000 homes and an
Employment Zone in an air quality management zone. How does Calderdale propose effectively to manage
the increase in vehicle emission that will result and the on-going further negative impact this will have on
air quality in the furture? Further there is a proven direct correlation between poor air quality and adverse
health impacts. How does the council intend to mitigate this given the development that is going to take

place in Brighouse?

Do you consider that the plan complies with the Duty to Co-operate?:
Duty to Co-operate Reason:

Suggested Modifications:

Additional Evidence Link:

Comment ID Lpp457 Site ref (if applicable):

Person ID: 1140304 Name: Joanne Harding Organisation: Local Plans Manager -
North Home Builders
Federation

Agent ID: Name: Organisation:

Do you consider the plan to be Legally Compliant?:
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Legal Compliance Reason:

Do you consider the plan to be Sound?: No

Sound Reason:

Policy HW2 is not considered sound as it is not justified, effective or consistent with national policy for the
following reasons. The HBF recognises the importance of ensuring new development supports the wider
aims of local authorities and their partners to improve the health and well-being of their residents and
workforce. However, the requirement for all residential development of 30 or more units to undertake a
Health Impact Assessment (HIA) is unnecessary and an additional burden on applicants. The PPG sets out
that HIAs 'may be a useful tool to use where there is expected to be significant impacts' (ID:53-004) but it
also outlines the importance of the local plan in considering the wider health issues in an area and
ensuring policies respond to these. As such Local Plans should already have considered the impact of
development on the health and well-being of their communities and set out policies to address any
concerns. Consequently, where a development is in line with policies in the local plan an HIA should not be
necessary. Only where there is a departure from the plan should the Council consider requiring an HIA. The
HBF proposes that the policy is modified as follows: The reference to residential development should be
deleted, or alternate text included to ensure that it will only apply to windfall sites that are considered to
be a departure from the plan. The HBF propose the policy is modified to: 'A Health Impact Assessment
(HIA) should be provided for residential developments of 30 or more units, non-residential developments .

Do you consider that the plan complies with the Duty to Co-operate?:
Duty to Co-operate Reason:
Suggested Modifications:

Additional Evidence Link:

Comment ID Lpp887 Site ref (if applicable):
Person ID: 1183602 Name: Mr Alyn Nicholls Organisation:
Agent ID: 10916 Name: Mr Alyn Nicholls Organisation: Alyn Nicholls Associates

Do you consider the plan to be Legally Compliant?: Yes
Legal Compliance Reason:
Do you consider the plan to be Sound?: No

Sound Reason:

This policy applies to hot food takeaways (Use Class A5), wherever they are located. Consequently, it
applies where hot food takeaways are sited in town centres. There is no justification to require a health
impact assessment when proposals are located in a defined town centre. Such an approach would be
consistent with Policy HW6 and the approach taken to controlling Class A5 uses in proximity to a school.

Do you consider that the plan complies with the Duty to Co-operate?: Yes
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Duty to Co-operate Reason:

Suggested Modifications:

The policy should be modified to make it clear that a health impact assessment is not required for
proposals located within defined town centres.

Additional Evidence Link:

Main Issues and Council Response

Legal Compliance
Main Issues:
Council's Response:

Test of Soundness

Main Issues:
1. The policy is an unnecessary burden on developers.

2. The policy is overly onerous, not justified and will not be effective.
3. The threshold of 30 dwellings has not been justified.

4. There is no justification to require a health impact assessment when proposals are located in a defined
town centre.

5. Local Plans should already have considered the impact of development on the health and well-being of
their communities.

6. Development management policies cannot address health and wellbeing if the sites allocated in the Plan
are not well suited to promoting active travel

7. Planning decisions should ensure that any new development in Air Quality Management Areas and Clean
Air Zones is consistent with local air quality action plan.

Council's Response:

1./2./3. The policy is a proportionate and appropriate response to the need to ensure that development
takes every opportunity to improve the health and wellbeing of residents.

4. In order to achieve its objectives it is important that the policy is not constrained in its scope.
5. The Local Plan has already considered health and wellbeing through the Sustainability Appraisal.

6. The sites allocated in the Local Plan are in sustainable locations; and strategic allocations will be
masterplanned to ensure that the layout promotes active travel.
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7. The Local Plan is consistent with the Council's emerging Air Quality Action Plan - see policy EN2.
Duty to Co-operate

Main Issues:

Council's Response:

Suggested Modifications

1. Insert reference to “non-allocated” residential developments of 30 or more units

2. 'Residential developments of 30 or more units' should be deleted from Policy HW2 meaning that it only
applies to non-residential development.

3. Policy HW2 should be deleted in its entirety.

4. The policy should be modified to make it clear that a health impact assessment is not required for hot
food takeaway proposals located within defined town centres.

Council's Response:
1. Relating the policy to non-allocated sites only fails to acknowledge that the precise manner in which any

site is brought forward will influence health and wellbeing - for example through the layout and provision
of open space. Such a change will therefore unacceptably reduce the effectiveness of the policy.
2. In order to be effective the policy needs to relate to residential and non-residential development.

3. Policy HW2 is sound and should not therefore be deleted.

4. In order to be effective the policy needs to relate to development in all locations
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Document Section: 12.12 Paragraph

Representations

Comment ID Lpp851 Site ref (if applicable):

Person ID: 1183606 Name: Mr Tom Clarke Organisation: National Planning Adviser
Theatres Trust

Agent ID: Name: Organisation:

Do you consider the plan to be Legally Compliant?: Yes
Legal Compliance Reason:
Do you consider the plan to be Sound?: No

Sound Reason:
For consistency through this chapter and conformity with the NPPF (both 2012 and 2018 versions) we

recommend that this paragraph is broadened to make reference to the inc