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This document contains representations and Council responses for Chapter 9 - Sites for New
Housing and New Housing Sites in the following Local Plan Areas:

- Brighouse (exc. Garden Suburbs)
- Elland

- Hebden Bridge

- Mytholmroyd

- Ripponden

- Sowerby Bridge






Document Section: 9 Sites for Housing

Representations

Comment ID Lpp1358 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 It is noted that Table 6.10 of the Plan sets out
the distribution of housing throughout the plan period, both in terms of the geographical spread and the
method of delivery i.e. allocations, planning permissions or windfall. The information indicates that the
Council are only proposing to allocate new homes in settlements in tiers 1-4 of the settlement hierarchy,
with growth in all settlements below this restricted. Whilst it is acknowledged that a large proportion of
development should be concentrated in the most sustainable locations, it is short sighted to prevent small
settlements from growing as well, as additional growth helps to maintain local services and facilities.
Allowing settlements to grow and deliver new homes is a key component of sustainable development, as
new homes enable a greater prospect of delivering mixed communities, with a range of age groups,
families and elderly people forming the community. The Council's current approach will lead to the
stagnation of smaller settlements, which generally have aging populations and there is a requirement for a
greater variety of age groups in such settlements. In addition, the small growth in such areas can help to
maintain the viability of such communities, a fact that is acknowledged by the Government in the
Framework. It is also noted that the Council do not propose to allocate any safeguarded land, which means
that they are a significant risk of not delivering their housing requirement should allocated sites fail to
deliver. Land should be safeguarded to ensure that other land can come forward if necessary and is not
unduly restricted by planning policy, such as Green Belt.

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 Lppl469 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 As previous see comments from Initial Draft stage (see below). Initial comments: We have the
following non-flooding comments to make on sites proposed for allocation (for comments see individual
site representations LPD6302, LPD6303, LPD6304, LPD6305, LPD6306, LPD6307, LPD6308 and LPD6309).
We have not considered the "“Rejected Sites'. Where we have not made reference to a site we have no
specific comments to make regarding that site subject to the application of the ""Site Allocations,
Assessment Methodology, Local Plan "“ Initial Draft' and the comments we have made on that document.
Further comments: We have now completed a review of the site allocations from a flood risk perspective
"“ comments regarding site specific assessment of the flood risks for all sites is contained in columns N-R of
the attached spreadsheet (see uploaded document under Additional Information below). The first tab
relates to proposed sites and the second tab to Filtered/Rejected sites.

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 Lppl5 Site ref (if applicable):
Person ID: 1179128 Name: Mr Anthony Wood 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:

here we go again, you waste money sending leaflets that gives the impression that we can have a say in the
housing plans for a certain area, well we live in a so called democracy which means the majority opinion
should be implemented, we have made our opinions perfectly clear yet you have decided to completely
ignore, those opinions, there is a report out at the moment that states under 25% of the new housing



planned for certain areas will not be affordable, and is just another way for certain people to make more
money, and completely ruin the local landscape, and wildlife, it wont be long before my grand children will
have to visit a zoo to be able to see natural British wildlife, plus if the housing shortage is in Halifax, then
Halifax is where the majority of the housing should be built.and you have the nerve to call this a
DEMOCRACY, dont make me laugh.

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 Lpp34 Site ref (if applicable): LP1379
Person ID: 1181235 Name: Mr Dave Adams 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:

Compensation for devaluation of property police to be made aware of the plans of re building and
increasing social housing in this area. Our house and neighbours have enjoyed great views over the golf
course and countryside. A recent development by Calderdale council / together housing will obliterate our
views. The buildings will be so close to us, like 20 metres from our front door .According to the planning
department views do not count and this is true in planning. However as we ALL know views are important
in selling a house and do add value to a house. This is borne out by those who levy council tax. If you have
amenities such as golf course views recreation areas ,you are taxed for this amenity. | will apply for a
reduction in council tax due to loss of amenity. If successful surely this proves that a view is an asset and
has a monetary value. Surely you cannot tax on one hand and not give compensation on the other if the
amenity is lost? Property developers/council should compensate those affected It would also mean that
new developments which ruin views contribute to a lowering of revenues collected by council tax. It is time
for all bodies to coordinate. How can it be on one hand that a view is not to be considered and on the
other that it is a consideration for tax! Thus if a building plan reduces the value of a property but must be
built for extra housing and of course affordable housing (a joke and a con) then the property developer
/council should compensate those affected by the approved plan and pay compensation accordingly. This
would only be fair don't you think? | am sure the Building company's of the uk would back down on
exploitative and speculative property developments if compensation had to be paid out. "Where can we
build?" they would bleat! Well not in my back-yard for a start! There is plenty of land around and plenty of
brown sites without ruining the fortunes and lives of those who happily pay council tax in the hope of
having value for it. Nice to see the value of Taylor Wimpey reduced by 84% over the past year. Nice! Well
serves them right another example of unbridled greed such as Northern Rock and many more. Sadly those
who they employ end up losing jobs as a result. So views do count and it is time planning and the tax man



sang from the same sheet. | urge for a change in law that values the amenity of view from one's home. On
another note i would like to bring the fact that 18 years ago the front page of the evening courier read
'ESTATE TURNED INTO WAR ZONE' how quickly we forget what social housing brings and also how the
police are way too undermanned to deal with this problem . | know that social housing s needed but to
over build in area that has such a significant past is ridiculous and to be allowed to happen would be
catastrophic as we know history has a habit of repeating . Before submitting any plans these issues must be
addressed with the inclusion of the West Yorkshire police as after all they will need extra funding to control
these areas . Funding by who ?

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 Lpp50 Site ref (if applicable): LP1463
Person ID: 715622 Name: Mrs Judi Taylor Organisation:
Agent ID: Name: Organisation:

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

Legal Compliance Reason:
Yes in that as | am not a lawyer, | can only assume Calderdale have ensured they are legally complient

Do you consider the plan to be Sound?: No

Sound Reason:

1. How can Calderdale justify allocating so many houses to the Brighouse area compared to any other
possible site in Calderdale? 2. | do not believe that due consideration has been given to current issues with
air quality on the main routes through Brighouse. congestion on those routes, and indeed any type of
transport infrastructure. The M62 is already congested at jn25 and building 2000 houses at Thornhills and
developing the land off Wakefield road at Clifton into an industrial/business park will increase both heavy
goods and car traffic, further worsening air quality and congestion. This part of Calderdale is already one of
the worse areas on both counts. The village of Clifton, with a primary school on its' main road, is already
used as a short cut for those wishing access to and from the M62, travelling well in excess of the speed
limit. This will make it worse. | cannot see how the plan can be effective if it has not sufficiently covered
these issues, and is not consistent with national policy on air quality so is already non-compliant with
government guideline. Even Highways England has identified that Calderdale has seriously underestimated
the increase in traffic flows on the A644 into Brighouse and jn25 of the M62. Given thelink between
pollution and health, Calderdale being one of the worst areas in England for heart and respiratory disease,
what measures does the Council propose to put in place to improve air quality?Where is the sound
evidence based infrastructure strategy to mitigate against the traffic issues? 3. The proposed site for
development is currently used for grazing cattle and sheep and historically has been used for coal mining.
The danger of subsidence is quite high with so many disused mine shafts scattered around the site. Where
is the Council's plan to deal with this issue? 4. The centre of Brighouse is aknown flood area. The last major



flood affecting businesses and homes was on Boxing day 2015.The majority of routes into and out of
Brighouse involve a hill. The current land of the proposed development provides some relief for the town.
Building on his land will exacerbate the flooding problem in Brighouse. The plan is not sound on this basis
without detail of how the water currently absorbed into the ground will be dealt with to avoid it all running
off down the hill into Brighouse.

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

Duty to Co-operate Reason:

Calderdale is not the only council considering development in this area. The proposed development at
Thornhills is less than 2 miles from a similar development in the Woodhouse area of Brighouse and less
than 5 miles fromlarge developmentsplanned by Kirklees Council, also bordering the M62 between
junctions 25 and 24/ To a lesser extent, Bradford council isalso planning developments along the
Calderdale border. Where is the evidence that Calderdale has consulted with these councils and developed
a joined up approach? Where is there any evidence that Calderdale has consulted with the Environment
Agency and others re: flood risks to Brighouse?

Suggested Modifications:

A consideration of reducing the number of houses planned for Thornhills to allow for better road
infrastructure, green spaces and community areas as per a Garden Suburb and thus reducing the impact on
the neighbouring village of Clifton and on Brighouse . A detailed plan of transport infrastructure
improvements is required identifying what new infrastructure will be developed, the positive impact it will
have on air quality and congestion to mitigate any proposed development, when it will be developed, how
it will be deliveredand an estimate of cost. Without this plan Brighouse will grind to a halt due to increase
in traffic, air quality will become even worse adversely affecting the health of local people. Given the flood
risk, a flood relief strategy needs to be in place in partnership with the Environment agency and other
partners.

Additional Evidence Link:

Comment ID Lpp568 Site ref (if applicable):
Person ID: 924266 Name: Mr Bob Pritchard 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?: Yes

Sound Reason:

In my view the approach to the distribution of housing in the District is an appropriate spatial approach for
Calderdale. The quantum of housing and the scale of the proposed development is also appropriate and
now avoids unnecessary green belt release. | would particularly support the Garden Communities
proposals as these offer an opportunity to establish new sustainable settlements with a high design
component offering a mix of tenures. | hope that the Council is in position to resist the inevitable
objections it will receive from developers and landowners who will be seeking to put forward individual



smaller sites in competition with these longer-term proposals.

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:
1. New sites that have appeared in the publication draft that have not previously been consulted on in
previous iterations of the plan.

2. Views expressed during previous consultation have not been taken into account.

Council's Response:

1. Sites added to the Local Plan since the Local Plan Initial Draft consultation have been subject to full site
assessment and stakeholder consultation. Following this, a full round of public consultation took place on
these sites at the Local Plan Publication Draft stage in accordance with the Council’s adopted Local
Development Scheme and Statement of Community involvement.

2. The Regulation 18 Consultation sets out how the comments made during the pre-Publication stages have
been taken into account. Specific responses to individual comments have not been made as these are not
required by regulations.

The Regulation 22 Statement shows how comments made at LPID were taken into account in preparing the
Publication Local Plan. The site specific comments were circulated to consultees and used by them to help
frame their responses to the Publication Local Plan.

Test of Soundness

Main Issues:

1. The distribution of sites prevent small settlements from growing. Additional growth helps to maintain
local services and facilities and widen the age range of their inhabitants.

Brighouse has a disproportionate amount of housing allocations.

2. As the Council is not safeguarding land, it is at a significant risk of not delivering its housing requirement
should allocated sites fail to deliver.

3. The distribution of sites in the Brighouse area will further worsen air quality and congestion. There are
no measures in place to mitigate such effects or improve air quality.

4. The plan fails to demonstrate how it will mitigate potential impacts of historic coal mining in the area.



5. The development of the sites will exacerbate flooding problems in the Brighouse area.

Council's Response:

1. On 17th August 2017, the Local Plan Working Party considered various notions for the distribution of
development in the borough. Further, the Council considers that the evidence submitted supports and
justifies the content of the Local Plan.

The large scale developments of the Garden Suburbs in Brighouse and that in Bradley, Huddersfield are part
of an ongoing spatial consideration of growth within the Leeds City Region. The large sums being allocated
by the West Yorkshire Combined Authority to the A641 Corridor and the Bradley Link indicate a joint
consideration of the development implications. Council Document CCO1 (Appendix 1.3) in response to the
Inspectors Pre-Hearing Note 1 provides further information about the manner in which the Calderdale and
Kirklees are working together to manage and mitigate the growth in the South East Calderdale/North
Huddersfield area.

2. National Planning Policy Framework suggests that local authorities should only ‘safeguard’ land ‘where
necessary’. If the plan that the authority puts forward has provisions to meet housing needs in full and if
other sites are available for potential future development beyond the life of the plan, safeguarding land is
considered unnecessary.

3. The Council’s Local Plan transport evidence has looked at Emissions (EV54.8). The Low Emissions Strategy
(2017) EVO03; Air Quality Action Plan (2018) EV03 and Air Quality Technical Paper (2018) EV04. These
strategies and actions plans are working together to help reduce and manage emissions and improve air
quality. The growth of employment alongside new homes win SE Calderdale will also provide opportunities
for locally based employment reducing the need to travel, helping to manage emissions.

4. If sites are in a Development High Risk Area, a Coal Mining Risk Assessment will need to be submitted to
the Local Planning Authority (LPA) to support any planning application. The Coal Mining Risk Assessment
will need to identify site specific coal mining risks and set out the proposed mitigation strategy to show that
the site can be made safe and stable for the development being proposed.

5. All sites have been assessed by the Environment Agency and the Council, being the Lead Local Flood
Authority. Mitigation measures have been recommended on sites where necessary including green and
blue infrastructure. Sites at application stage will also be subject to Local Plan Policy CC2 Flood Risk
Management. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan (EV42.1) sets out the strategies, plans and programmes in
tackling flooding.

Duty to Co-operate

Main Issues:

1. Considering the large amount of development planned in the south east of Calderdale, there is no
evidence to suggest the Council have consulted with Kirklees or Bradford.

Council's Response:

1. Calderdale is part of the Leeds City Region (LCR) and a member of the West Yorkshire Combined
Authority (WYCA). The LCR has a well-established programme for joint working and cooperation at both
member and officer levels — planning portfolio holders and heads of planning meeting regularly, and there
is specific ‘duty to cooperate’ group attended by planning policy officers.

Suggested Modifications



1. Land should be safeguarded to ensure that other land can come forward if necessary and is not unduly
restricted by planning policy, such as Green Belt.

2. A reduced number of dwellings in the Clifton area to allow for better road infrastructure, green spaces
and community areas.

3. A plan of transport infrastructure improvements is required detailing what infrastructure will be
developed, the positive impact it will have on air quality and congestion to mitigate any proposed
development, when it will be developed, how it will be delivered and an estimate of cost.

4. A flood relief strategy needs to be in place.

Council's Response:

1. No change required - National Planning Policy Framework suggests that local authorities should only
‘safeguard’ land ‘where necessary’. If the plan that the authority puts forward has provisions to meet
housing needs in full and if other sites are available for potential future development beyond the life of the
plan, safeguarding land is considered unnecessary.

2. No change required - On 17th August 2017, the Local Plan Working Party considered various notions for
the distribution of development in the borough. Further, the Council considers that the evidence submitted
supports and justifies the content of the Local Plan.

The large scale developments of the Garden Suburbs in Brighouse and that in Bradley, Huddersfield are part
of an ongoing spatial consideration of growth within the Leeds City Region. The large sums being allocated
by the West Yorkshire Combined Authority to the A641 Corridor and the Bradley Link indicate a joint
consideration of the development implications. Council Document CCO1 (Appendix 1.3) in response to the
Inspectors Pre-Hearing Note 1 provides further information about the manner in which the Calderdale and
Kirklees are working together to manage and mitigate the growth in the South East Calderdale/North
Huddersfield area.

3. No change required - The IDP has been updated to include a table setting out the Local Plan housing
trajectory and the provision of critical infrastructure. This table shows the cumulative trajectory; the
individual infrastructure projects that need to be delivered by that point in time; funding status; regulatory
status; construction status and lead agency/partners.

4. No change required - The Infrastructure Delivery Plan (EV42.1) sets out the strategies, plans and
programmes for tackling flooding.



Document Section: 9.2 Paragraph

Representations

Comment ID Lppl107 Site ref (if applicable):

Person ID: 1184857 Name: Mr J Crossley Organisation:

Agent ID: 895577 Name: Mr Roger Lee Organisation: Roger Lee Planning Ltd

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

Sound Reason:

Consider Publication Draft to be sound but suggest modifications to the proposed boundary of the
allocation.

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

Suggested Modifications:

Land allocation to be extended to include hatched area on attached plan. This would serve to link the two
field areas more satisfactorily and assist with the housing provision that can be achieved. In addition,
removal of some existing buildings associated with the cattery can be facilitated again to assist the housing
allocated area and numbers of unit

Additional Evidence Link: http://calderdale-consult.objective.co.uk/file/5084330

Comment ID Lppl1110 Site ref (if applicable):
Person ID: 1102273 Name: Mr & Mrs C & J Meredith Organisation: Sunnyfield Cattery
Agent ID: 895577 Name: Mr Roger Lee Organisation: Roger Lee Planning Ltd

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

Sound Reason:

Consider Publication Draft to be sound but suggest modifications to the proposed boundary of the
allocation



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

Suggested Modifications:

Land allocation to be extended to include hatched area on attached plan. This would serve to link the two
field areas more satisfactorily and assist with the housing provision that can be achieved. In addition,
removal of some existing buildings associated with the cattery can be facilitated again to assist the housing

allocated area and numbers of unit

Additional Evidence Link: http://calderdale-consult.objective.co.uk/file/5084330

Comment ID Lpp869 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:

Housing density levels as low as "'} 26dph in less accessible locations' are not acceptable in terms of their
increased land take of largely Greenbelt land, nor is a general explanation provided as to why such low
densities are appropriate in 'less accessible locations'. However the statement that 'An assumed density is
provided for forward planning purposes and based on the density assumptions in the SHLAA. These vary
with location ranging from 60dph in the most accessible urban locations to 26dph in less accessible
locations' doesn't actually incorporate the calculation of density - and therefore a mechanism to increase
density - into policy SD7 itself, as HS2 at least attempts to do for non-allocated sites. Instead the actual
density achieved will be determined by process of negotiation between development control officers and
developers. So in fact the statement in HS2 'The Council will expect the capacities for mixed use and
housing allocations indicated in Policies SD6 and SD7 respectively, to be achieved'is in reality without

substantive meaning.

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. 26dph in less accessible locations is not acceptable in terms of the increased land take of largely Green
Belt land.

2. The general explanation provided as to why such low densities are appropriate in ‘less accessible
locations’ is not acceptable.

3. Policy fails to include a calculation of density and therefore fails to provide a mechanism to increase site
densities.

4. Policies expecting densities to be achieved lack substantive meaning.

Council's Response:

1. /2. Density multipliers were considered in order that the site capacities were reflected as accurately as
possible, and without overstating capacity. The density multipliers agreed by the SHLAA Working Group
were based on those included in ‘Tapping the Potential’7 published in 2000. These have been used in
assessing the housing allocations in order to determine indicative site capacity. The 26dph density
multiplier were generally used for sites in Conservation Areas or Special Landscape Areas. Higher densities
were used for Town Centres, sites in close proximity to town centres and sites within 800m of transport
nodes.

3./ 4. Itis considered the policy includes the flexibility to allow a response to the specific characteristics of
the site.

The policy sets out the Council's minimum net density requirements for all sites. It does however, recognise
that there will be sites where higher or lower densities will be more appropriate. Whilst indicative, the
capacities for the land allocations were based on the best information available at the time, and it is
recognised that the actual capacities may fluctuate, but the Council consider that these will average out to
meet the housing requirement figure.

Higher density development will be sought in accessible locations. It is not considered appropriate to set
density requirements as the policy would be too restrictive and unable to respond to site specific
characteristics. It is however expected that sites will generally achieve a density of 30dph.

Duty to Co-operate

Main Issues:
Council's Response:

Suggested Modifications

Council's Response:



Document Section: Policy SD7 Allocated Housing Sites

Representations

Comment ID Lpp1035 Site ref (if applicable):

Person ID: 515785 Name: Organisation: The Smith Foundation
Agent ID: 515780 Name: Mr Paul Leeming Organisation: Carter Jonas

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

Sound Reason:

POLICIES SD6 AND SD7: ALLOCATIONS Policies SD6 and SD7 set out the sites proposed for allocation for
Mixed Use and Housing respectively. Table 6.10 suggests that nearly half of the Borough's proposed
housing requirement will arise from housing and mixed use allocations in the Brighouse local area; in
essence around Brighouse and Rastrick. Two mixed use allocations are proposed under Policy SD6 for
Brighouse to deliver around 90 dwellings over the Plan period. Under Policy SD7, a further 22 sites are
housing allocations anticipated to deliver around 1200 dwellings, ranging from the smallest proposal
delivering 10 units and the largest site delivering 213. Whilst there are no specific issues with the particular
sites selected, they appear to be a mix of brownfield and greenfield sites. That said a number of sites
appear to have different density per hectare (dph) figures attributed to them, but without specific
rationale. Where an overly ambitious density figure is utilised this may well have consequences regarding
deliverability, but also meeting the housing requirement. This is a particular issue given the lack of
flexibility in the identified supply and its ability to meet the requirement. As an example site LP1322
George Street, Rastrick suggests a density of 187 dwellings per hectare. As a publicly owned site this may
appear to be getting best value. However the site comprises a net area of 0.35 ha, or less than one acre, to
deliver 65 dwelling units. On the face of it this is a questionable yield given the site requirements for
retention of a woodland features, access road and SUDs drainage. If the site fails to come forward it will
wipe out the current "flexibility" in the supply (of forty units). If it does not deliver the number of units,
then the same consequence falls to the Council's plan. A further site (LP0571) Birds Royd Lane, Brighouse
suggests a density of 262dph, with a yield off 0.38ha of 100 dwellings. Again, on site requirements may
guestion the density. The comments as above (for LP1322) apply. Of the supply for the Brighouse Market
Area, 3,250 dwellings are proposed to be delivered from a couple of locations referred to as "Garden
Suburbs": Site LP1451 Between Bradley Wood and Woodhouse Lane, Rastrick for 1,257 dwellings off 45has
(net) with a density of 28dph; and Site LP1463 between Highmoor Lane and Bradford Road, Brighouse for
1,998 dwellings off 105.2ha (net) with a density of 19dph. Again, the view is not whether these sites are
suitable and deliverable, the consideration is whether the assumptions are realistic and the ability of the
sites to deliver those numbers within the Plan period to 2033. We would take the view that both sites will
not deliver the numbers suggested in the Plan. Should both sites progress towards a planning permission
by adoption of the Plan, say 2020 there would be 13 years of the plan period remaining. To achieve the
numbers set out: the Rastrick site would need to deliver 125 dwellings per annum; the Brighouse site
would require 154 dwellings per annum to achieve the Plan's housing requirement. We would suggest the
figures are likely to be overoptimistic to the point of being unrealistic. A more conservative position would
suggest that if each site can achieve three outlets (builders) on site at the same time that the yield may be



90 dwellings off each allocation (30 dwellings per housebuilder). This would suggest some 2,340 dwellings
(2 sites x 90 dpa x 13 years) off the two allocations over the plan period. This would leave a shortfall of
nearly 1,000 units against the housing trajectory for the Brighouse Market Area . Again this undermines the
accuracy of the housing trajectory and whether it is the most appropriate strategy in the circumstances:
i.e. the Plan is not sound in this reswepct In order to address these concerns we would suggest that the
two Garden Suburbs are identified, but that recognition is given to the position that neither will be
completed within the Plan period, and that a residual amount will be delivered beyond the plan period.
Assuming each site will deliver 1,170 dwellings over the Plan period this will leave around 100 units to be
delivered off LP1451, and 800 units off LP1463. Again the consequence is that the Council will fail to
achieve the housing requirement on the basis of the sites identified and is therefore unsound; it is not
justified, positively prepared or effective.

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

Suggested Modifications:
In order to address this issue we consider the Plan should identify additional housing allocations, from the
pool of Filtered (Rejected) sites.

Additional Evidence Link: http://calderdale-consult.objective.co.uk/file/5147469

Comment ID Lppl047 Site ref (if applicable):
Person ID: 515785 Name: Organisation: The Smith Foundation
Agent ID: 515780 Name: Mr Paul Leeming Organisation: Carter Jonas

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

Sound Reason:

Site LP0O893 was identified as a draft Local Plan allocation within the Regulation 18 consultation document.
A number of evidence base documents deal with the Council's site selection process, comprising a review
of sieved out /non-compliant sites and one dealing with 'Filtered Sites' where sites have been removed as a
consequence of the Council's site appraisal. For site LPO893 the Council' conclusion and site assessment
concludes: 'given the numerous constraints, specifically site access and ecology, and having regard to the
Council's housing need, the Local Plan's spatial strategy, the supply of more suitable and available sites
elsewhere and the need to protect the Green Belt as far as possible, this site has been filtered.' A number
of site constraints are identified which the appraisal considers are reconcilable and a range of impacts
upon nature conservation and ecological impacts which can be mitigate. A number of technical and
delivery matters are also identified, for instance drainage and highways/and access. It is considered that
these matters can be addressed over the plan period. A viability assessment identifies the site is viable and
can deliver housing. Within the summary, it also highlights that the Boothroyd site performs a poor Green
Belt function. It suggests that the removal of the site from the Green Belt and allocation for mixed use
(residential and education) development would not undermine the wider function of the Green Belt.



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

Suggested Modifications:

For the reasons set out elsewhere in this representation, notably the housing requirement and the inability
of the identified draft allocations to meet that requirement, it is necessary for the Plan to identify further
allocations, including LP0893 - Land at Boothroyd School. The land is a part brownfield opportunity and
development will facilitate the redevelopment and improvement of the Boothroyd School. It is considered
the site could deliver around 200 dwellings over the plan period whilst retaining the open space, amenity,
ecological and nature conservation interests. In our view there is also merit in including the two further
areas to the north LP1472 West of Ridge Hill and LP1453 'Lillands Lane' to provide a large development
cluster to the west of Boothroyd. At this stage it may be appropriate to allocate the cluster for housing and
potentially as safeguarded land to come forward beyond the Plan period

Additional Evidence Link: http://calderdale-consult.objective.co.uk/file/5147469

Comment ID Lppl064 Site ref (if applicable):
Person ID: 1094576 Name: Mr Brian Reynolds Organisation: Gleeson Homes Ltd
Agent ID: 1104252 Name: Mr Mark Eagland Organisation: Peacock & Smith

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

Sound Reason:

Objection Gleeson objects to the distribution of housing sites in Policy SD7. In our client's view insufficient
sites have been allocated in the largest settlement in the hierarchy, Halifax, and therefore the plan is not
justified in that regard. Table 2.1 of the Local Plan confirms that Halifax is the largest settlement in the
Borough (it is the only Sub-Regional Town), providing the largest concentration of housing, employment,
shopping, leisure, education, health and cultural facilities. It also provides the main focus for public
transport in the Borough. The evidence base to the Local Plan includes a document named Settlement
Hierarchy Results (2013). This indicates that the total sustainability score of Halifax is 1069, significantly in
excess of the next largest settlement, Brighouse, which has a score of 631. Table 2.3 of the document
states in respect of Halifax: 'Prime focus for housing, employment, shopping, leisure, education, health and
cultural activities/facilities (providing at least 50% of the district's housing and employment requirement)."
(our emphasis) Notwithstanding the clear sustainability facets of Halifax, Table 6.10 of the Local Plan
confirms that this settlement is only destined to receive 30% of proposed new housing allocations and only
34% of overall housing growth within the Borough. In contrast Brighouse receives 49% of proposed new
housing allocations and 39% of overall housing growth. In our view this distribution of housing growth
within the Borough has not been justified. Paras 6.42 to 6.50 of the Local Plan refer to a number of factors
that have influenced the distribution, such as nature conservation constraints, topography/flooding and
the desire to pursue a number of large strategic allocations (i.,e. the garden suburbs), but no evidence has



been provided to demonstrate that why such objectives would be significantly harmed by pursuing a
higher level of housing growth in Halifax, consistent with its clear sustainability advantages and its position
in the top tier of the settlement hierarchy.

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

Suggested Modifications:

A higher level of housing growth should be proposed in Halifax, consistent with its clear sustainability
advantages and its position in the top tier in the settlement hierarchy.

Additional Evidence Link:

Comment ID Lppl1065 Site ref (if applicable): LP1626
Person ID: 1094576 Name: Mr Brian Reynolds Organisation: Gleeson Homes Ltd
Agent ID: 1104252 Name: Mr Mark Eagland Organisation: Peacock & Smith

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

Sound Reason:

Objection Gleeson considers that the basis for deciding which Green Belt sites should be released for
housing within the Local Plan is unclear. The evidence base to the plan does not explain how the Council
has come to a conclusion as to which sites would result in least harm to Green Belt purposes, nor is there
transparency as to how sustainability has determined the decision whether to allocate sites or not.
Gleeson has proposed Land at Hays Lane, Halifax (LP1626) for housing, essentially as an extension to the
Phase 1 Gleeson scheme at Hays Lane that already benefits from a grant of planning permission. At Issues
and Options stage site LP1626 was proposed as a housing allocation by the Council "“ presumably because
Officers considered that the site had strong merits for residential development. However, in the current
draft of the Local Plan site LP1626 is no longer supported as a housing allocation by the Council "“
essentially for two reasons "“ a) impacts on ecology (which we address in a separate representation) and b)
because the site is performing 3-5 Green Belt purposes. In respect of Green Belt sensitivity, Appendix 11 of
the Site Allocations Assessment Methodology Statement sets out the scores of sites that have not been
sieved or showstopped. The Appendix confirms that the following proposed housing allocations also
perform 3-5 Green Belt purposes "“ the same number as site LP1626 above: i,- LP0146 "“ West View,
Church Lane, Stainland, Elland i,- LP0782 "“ Cock Hill Lane, Shelf, Halifax i,- LP0950 "“ Beacon Lodge Quarry,
Long Lane, Halifax i,- LP1030 "“ South Parade, Adj Maple Fold, Elland i,- LP1407 "“ Scar Bottom Lane,
Greetland, Halifax i,- LP1451 "“ Bradley Wood and Woodhouse Lane, Ratsrick, Brighouse (Garden Suburb)
i,- LP1463 "“ Highmoor Lane and Bradford Road, Brighouse (Garden Suburb) i,- LP1543 "“ N and NW of
Wade House Road, Shelf, Halifax Gleeson also notes that a number of these proposed allocations are in
lower tiers of the settlement hierarchy to site LP1626. We are therefore concerned that in a number of
cases the Council appear to have favoured sites of a similar Green Belt sensitivity to LP1626, but potentially
with less strong sustainability credentials. In summary, the basis for determining which Green Belt sites



should be favoured for allocation for housing has not been justified, in particular those that perform
similar purposes to those Green Belt sites that have not been allocated. The site selection process for
Green Belt sites is not considered sound in that regard.

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

Suggested Modifications:

The site selection process for Green Belt needs to be re-visited. The basis for determining which Green Belt
sites should be favoured for allocation for housing needs to be better justified, particularly in respect of
least impact on Green Belt purposes and sustainability.

Additional Evidence Link:

Comment ID Lpp1108 Site ref (if applicable):
Person ID: 1184857 Name: Mr J Crossley Organisation:
Agent ID: 895577 Name: Mr Roger Lee Organisation: Roger Lee Planning Ltd

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

Sound Reason:
Consider Publication Draft to be sound but suggest modifications to the proposed boundary of the
allocation.

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

Suggested Modifications:

Land allocation to be extended to include hatched area on attached plan. This would serve to link the two
field areas more satisfactorily and assist with the housing provision that can be achieved. In addition,
removal of some existing buildings associated with the cattery can be facilitated again to assist the housing
allocated area and numbers of unit

Additional Evidence Link: http://calderdale-consult.objective.co.uk/file/5084330

Comment ID Lppllll Site ref (if applicable):

Person ID: 894866 Name: Mr Owen Pike Organisation: Diocese of Leeds



Agent ID: 893173 Name: Mr Owen Pike Organisation: Planning Associate Partner
Sanderson Weatherall on
behalf of the Diocese of
Leeds

Do you consider the plan to be Legally Compliant?:

Legal Compliance Reason:

Do you consider the plan to be Sound?:

Sound Reason:
The Diocese supports Policy SD7 insofar as it seeks to allocate the Former St Catherine's High School (Site

LP1429) and the Former St Catherine's High School Grounds (Site LP1481) for housing given that both sites
are free from technical constraints and adjacent to compatible land uses so are deliverable, as defined at
Annex 2 of the Revised NPPF. 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/5084179

Comment ID Lppl1113 Site ref (if applicable):
Person ID: 1102273 Name: Mr & Mrs C & J Meredith Organisation: Sunnyfield Cattery
Agent ID: 895577 Name: Mr Roger Lee Organisation: Roger Lee Planning Ltd

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

Sound Reason:

Consider Publication Draft to be sound but suggest modifications to the proposed boundary of the
allocation

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

Suggested Modifications:

Land allocation to be extended to include hatched area on attached plan. This would serve to link the two
field areas more satisfactorily and assist with the housing provision that can be achieved. In addition,
removal of some existing buildings associated with the cattery can be facilitated again to assist the housing



allocated area and numbers of unit

Additional Evidence Link: http://calderdale-consult.objective.co.uk/file/5084330

Comment ID Lpp1118 Site ref (if applicable):
Person ID: 1121751 Name: Mr James Sanderson Organisation:
Agent ID: Name: Organisation:

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

Legal Compliance Reason:

Inadequate public involvement for a development on this scale. Therefore planned development is not
sustainable.

Do you consider the plan to be Sound?: No

Sound Reason:

No evidence that infrastructure will be in place before development. Proportion of building on green land
(90%) will have detrimental effect on local environment.

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

Duty to Co-operate Reason:
No evidence seen on consultation with Kirklees regarding their development on near border.

Suggested Modifications:

Further public consultation. Further research on the viability and effects the extra people will have on the
local area and services. Infrastructure/Road/Motorway networks that are to be built to accommodate the
extra traffic should have detail as to when it will be started and when it will be finished. Evidence should be
provided to show the effect that all this extra hard surface will have on the River Calder which already
floods in most winters.

Additional Evidence Link:

Comment ID Lppll54 Site ref (if applicable):
Person ID: 960869 Name: Stonebridge Homes Organisation:
Agent ID: 691692 Name: Ms Lucie Jowett Organisation: Senior Planner Barton

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

Legal Compliance Reason:
See attachment



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?: Yes

Duty to Co-operate Reason:
See attachment

Suggested Modifications:

Additional Evidence Link: http://calderdale-consult.objective.co.uk/file/5086522

Comment ID Lppll74 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?: No

Sound Reason:

Policy SD7 identifies over 180 proposed allocations for residential development. These proposed
allocations range in size and located across the Borough. The plan includes a number of proposals for large
scale strategic allocations which account for a significant percentage of the Plan's housing target. The two
proposed new Garden Suburbs (LP1463 and LP1451) alone account for over 3,200 dwellings. Whilst the
identification of strategic allocations is an approach that can be 'made sustainable' through th e timely
provision of associated infrastructure, it is essential that local plan take into account the risks associated
with the delivery of any such schemes and the knock-on effect that this can have in terms of housing
delivery. Further, Gladman note that the two largest allocations, as referenced above, both failed to
perform particularly well in their respective site assessments, with accessibility concerns being expressed.
Gladman also note that both sites are subject to land ownership complexities given that number of
landowners registered on the Land Registry titles and therefore suggest that land assembly could
potentially be a more intricate process than currently anticipated by the Council. It is essential that the
Council's suite of housing land allocations can demonstrably deliver the local plan requirement over the
plan period whilst maintaining a five-year housing land supply. Further, given our above concerns in
respect of the ability of the two large SUE's to deliver, we consider that the abi lity of the Council to
provide for C2 elderly accommodation is compromised, with further allocations for such use not being
proposed within the publication draft of the Plan. Given that the plan fails to allocate any land for C2
specialist elderly accommodation, we consider the policy unsound.

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 Lppl226 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

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 Lppl261 Site ref (if applicable):
Person ID: 1183427 Name: C/O Agent DPP . Organisation: Northowram Stone LLP
Agent ID: 965602 Name: Matt Rhodes 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:

Please see below and section 7.0 of the accompanying report for full details Paragraph 6.48 sets out the
Council's approach to the release of Green Belt land, stating that:"FThere are opportunities for reuse and
redevelopment of brownfield sites within the existing Urban Area, contributing to the proportion of
development on previously developed land. However, the Borough does not have the supply of land
without the release of Green Belt. The Green Belt Review has been taken into account when considering
sites, however, given the housing requirement and the supply of potential sites, the Council has not been
in a position to only allocate sites within weakly performing Green Belt parcels. In addition, in some parts



of the Borough there have been overriding reasons which have resulted in sites being filtered even though
they are within weakly performing Green Belt, because for example, they comprise sports and recreation
provision, or have high ecological value.' [Our Emphasis] The Council therefore acknowledges that land
within the urban area and previously developed land will not provide sufficient land to meet the
development needs of the Borough over the plan period and therefore sites within the Green Belt must be
released as part of the Local Plan. Whilst this approach is accepted, the Council are still required, in line
with the NPPF, to demonstrate very special circumstance for the release of Green Belt land. We accept
that meeting the housing need constitutes very special circumstances however we fear that the Council
have released excessive land from the Green Belt to meet the housing need before exhausting the supply
of suitable land already within defined settlement limits, such as the Site. The Exceptional Circumstances
for the Release of Green Belt Technical Paper 2018 sets out the sequential approach the Council took to
allocating housing land. At paragraph 3.15 of this paper it states: 'In order to identify the most sustainable
sites a 'sequential' approach to housing allocations has been adopted that prioritises brownfield sites in
the urban area, only using the most sensitive Green Belt when all alternative sites were used. The
sequential priority for selection of sites is set out below: 1. Brownfield (BF), Within Urban Area; 2. Mixed
BF/Green Field (GF), Within Urban Area; 3. Greenfield, Within Urban Area; 4. Brownfield, Within Green
Belt; 5. Green Belt (Meets 0"® of the identified statutory purposes of Green Belt), Outside Special
Landscape Area (SLA), GF/BF; 6. Green Belt (Meets 0"® of the identified purposes), Within SLA, GF/BF; 7.
Green Belt (Meets 3"B of the identified purposes), Outside SLA, GF/BF; 8. Green Belt (Meets 3"B of the
identified purposes), Within SLA, GF/BF' As such it is clear that the Council in allocating land for housing
purposes should prioritise brownfield and greenfield sites within the urban area before turning to Green
Belt sites. If Green Belt release were necessary,which the Council have confirmed is the case, then poorly
performing Green Belt should be prioritised over better performing parcels of land. Paragraph 84 of the
NPPF endorses this approach and states that: "BWhen drawing up or reviewing Green Belt boundaries
local planning authorities should take account of the need to promote sustainable patterns of
development. They should consider the consequences for sustainable development of channelling
development towards urban areas inside the Green Belt boundary, towards towns and villages inset within
the Green Belt or towards locations beyond the outer Green Belt boundary' [Our emphasis]. The NPPF
recognises local planning authorities should look, in the first instance, to allocate sites to meet their
development needs that are located outside the existing Green Belt. To do otherwise would be
inconsistent with national policy. The majority of the Site lies within the development limits and
constitutes green field land. In the context of the Council's housing allocation hierarchy therefore the
majority of the Site is sequentially preferable to other Green Belt sites. As we have also established the
remainder of the Site that lies within the Green Belt, referred to as the Green Belt Parcel, performs poorly
against four of the five purposes of including land within the Green Belt. As such, the majority of the Sites
is sequentially preferable to all other Green Belt sites and the Green Belt Parcel is slightly less preferable
given its current Green Belt status but still should be prioritised ahead of better performing Green Belt
sites. Further, the majority of the Site is currently allocated as Protected Land in the RUDP. Paragraph
11.32 of the RUDP states that 'within some parts of the District land is identified which does not fall into
any of the categories (such as Green Belt, Primary Housing, Primary Employment, Open Space, Town
Centre or a specific allocation for development) applied to other land within the Plan. The Replacement
UDP provides sufficient land to meet the housing requirements based upon current circumstances.
However, the Plan's Monitor and Manage system of phased housing releases means that options must be
available in the future for the possibility of new allocations for housing being brought forward if they are
required. Some land is identified in the Replacement UDP which could be considered in the future for its
potential to contribute to development needs.' Policy NE11 states that 'Protected Land is identified on the
Proposals Map. Development that would prejudice the consideration of the future of this land in the
context of Development Plan review will not be permitted.' Protected Land sites are therefore sites which
lie within the settlement limits of various urban areas within the District and which were protected from
development at the time of the production of the RUDP in order to provide a possible supply of land



outside the Green Belt. The RUDP has already judged Protected Land sites to be capable of development at
a point in time in the future. Rather than allocate the Site for housing purposes the Council are proposing
to release 27 sites or some 282.99 hectares of land from the Green Belt. See Table attached at Appendix 2.
Before considering the allocation of the Green Belt sites the Council should have comprehensively explored
the potential of sites within the urban area including all Protected Land. In addition, it is plain that the
guantum of Green Belt land proposed to be released for development could have been minimised if the
Council had properly explored the development potential of the existing Protected Land sites. This is
particularly true of land off Howes Lane, Northowram which despite being Protected Land within the
existing development limits and being judged in the SHLAA as being capable of being developed, is
currently being shown as being unallocated. The failure to properly consider all land outside of the Green
Belt before allocating vast tracts of Green Belt land for development means that the Local Plan is unsound
in that it has not been positively prepared, it is not justified and would not be effective as it would result in
release of more Green Belt land than is absolutely necessary and this is not consistent with national policy.

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

Duty to Co-operate Reason:

Suggested Modifications:
The Local Plan should prioritise sites within the development limits before releasing land from the Green
Belt. As such the Site (LP1141) should be allocated for residential development in the Local Plan.

Additional Evidence Link: http://calderdale-consult.objective.co.uk/file/5101980

Comment ID Lppl1266 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?: No

Legal Compliance Reason:

| am certainly no expert in the field of law so my comments about whether the Plan is legally compliant or
may be lacking in the relevant detail. Nonetheless, | would draw upon the approach and handling of the
Plan from a member of the public's perspective. There are sites, certainly in the Rastrick Ward, that the
Council have added in at the 'eleventh hour' that were not filtered sites in the Regulation 18 consultation,
and therefore unavailable for comment or objection before now. | make reference to site LP1000
specifically which is a 'new’ site added for social housing on grounds which have a covenant of Open Space
next to a children's playground "“ the only one in Woodhouse, | would point out. Many residents in this
area feel as though they have not had the same opportunity to object to this site as they have for other
sites in the Plan, and have real concerns about unfairness of the proposals, given the large scale of
development in the South-East of the Borough compared to other parts of the Council area. We (as local
Brighouse & Rastrick Councillors) have received unprecedented levels of objections against the proposals
to overdevelop the area which would gridlock existing infrastructure networks and make Brighouse an
undesirable place to live. Furthermore, as a Councillor for one of the most affected Wards (Rastrick) for the
Local Plan, | feel | must comment on the user un-friendly online consultation portal, which many residents
found very difficult to navigate and make their comments. In spite of the Council encouraging residents to



make comments this way as the best and easiest way to feed into the consultation, some residents
reported that they simply gave up trying to use the online portal as they had grown frustrated with its
complexities. They therefore wrote in directly to the Council, but were uncertain whether their comments
were received as they never received an acknowledgement. | would therefore shed doubt on whether the
Council consulted effectively with members of the public, given the levels of frustration experienced in
feeding in, and question whether the Council took all comments (however they were submitted) into full
consideration.

Do you consider the plan to be Sound?: No

Sound Reason:

No, | do not believe that the Plan is sound or fit for purpose for the following reasons: Infrastructure The
vast majority of residents in Rastrick have commented, either directly in the consultation (previous and
current) or in person to local Councillors about the real lack of detail in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan
(IDP) to tackle, not only the already existing stretched-to-breaking-point infrastructure, but the additional
infrastructure that would be needed with the growth of development. The whole Local Plan is heavily
dependent on the development of the 2 x 'Garden Suburbs' in neighbouring Wards Brighouse and Rastrick
(South East Calderdale). Without these sites, the Plan would fall short of the baseline housing requirement,
which indicates the short sightedness of the Plan and questions the evidence of which the Plan is based.
There is acknowledgement in the IDP of the need to improve some vital infrastructure "“ transport links,
health services, and educational facilities. However, | would refer to the Clifton Village Neighbourhood
Forum's independent examination and report of the highways network, particularly focusing on Brighouse.
Contrary to the Council's assessment, the independent report concludes that the existing highways
network is operating over capacity and significant further development in the area has been based on
insufficient highways evidence. This comes as no surprise to anyone who lives in Brighouse and its
surrounding area. In addition to the unrelenting day-to-day congested roads travelling in and out of
Brighouse Town Centre, residents and commuters have to endure exacerbated delays whenever there are
problems on the close-by M62 which are a weekly occurrence at least. The very fact that the Council are
using flawed evidence as a basis on which the Local Plan has been formulated, is proof in itself that the
Plan is unsound, and rightly brings other elements of the Plan's evidence-base into disrepute. Furthermore,
the overuse of the word 'mitigation’, commonly used in almost every single site report in the Plan, raises
more questions about where, when and how all forms of recognised need for mitigation will be delivered,
than it seems to answer. Disproportionate allocation The numbers speak for themselves in the Local Plan
"“more than 1/3 of the total housing allocation is proposed for Brighouse & Rastrick alone. Rastrick is only
a small ward, encompassing around 1.4% of Calderdale. Yet, despite this, our population is incredibly
dense, already being over 4 times that of Calderdale as a whole. Rastrick residents are therefore right to
ask: why is Rastrick allocated almost 2,400 new houses "“ that's around 20% of the total housing allocation,
plus a further 8 hectares to be used as employment land, and the rest of Calderdale get off lightly?
Compare the 2,400 for Rastrick, with the likes of Calder Ward (which represents 30% of Calderdale due to
receive a mere 144 new houses) and it becomes very difficult to argue that the numbers have been
distributed fairly and proportionally across the Borough. Air quality There is an existing Air Quality
Management Area situated in between both the proposed Clifton Garden Suburb & Woodhouse Garden
Suburb yet, in spite of this, the Council have failed to devise a plan that would demonstrate how they
intend to address the inevitable further decline in air quality, and ensure that both current and future
residents are not negatively affected. Neither have the Council offered an explanation as to how air quality
can be improved, not just limited, given the proposed development The absence of any plan in this regard
seems all the more shocking in the knowledge that Calderdale is one of 23 Local Authorities in England that
have not met their Air Quality targets. Yet they are proposing to build 4000 more homes and an
Employment Zone in an air quality management zone, plus 900 more in close proximity, and not forgetting
the Kirklees proposed development on the other side of the Rastrick border. When you consider the



significant risk of harm this scale of development places residents without a detailed plan of how the
Council intends to manage the limits for concentrations in outdoor air of major air pollutants that impact
public health, the Local Plan cannot be deemed 'sound' or fit for purpose. Green Belt/Greenfield & Ecology
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 fitness, 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. LP1451 "“ Bradley Wood and Woodhouse Lane (1223
dwellings) "“ 'Garden Suburb' This is the largest designated Green Belt site and Wildlife corridor in the
Rastrick Ward, with an existing primary use of agriculture. Not only would the loss of large open spaces,
agriculture and wildlife habitats (to name but a few community benefits) be devastating to the Rastrick
community, there are also major concerns relating to overcrowding and the inadequate level of local
infrastructure in order to cope with a population increase of this scale. By the Council's own admission, this
site is a with accessibility constraints which has been modelled in its entirety, according to the IDP 'without
any associated infrastructure'. This is a real cause for concern. If one of the two sites of which the whole
Plan relies heavily upon is proposed without any associated infrastructure, reason is given to seriously
guestion the integrity of this entire Plan. As Councillors for the area, we regularly receive complaints from
local residents, particularly in Woodhouse, who report traffic congestion in and around the
neighbourhood, often stating how difficult it is to drive around the area due to the amount of pavement
parking. This is an ongoing issue that has not been dealt with for years and will only be exacerbated with
additional numbers of dwellings added to sites around Woodhouse & Rastrick as a whole. Additionally,
Huddersfield Road is already at capacity and is severely congested at peak times and often at other periods
throughout the day "“ another issue we regularly receive complaints about. As already stated, the
ecological balance would be truly impacted if this and other neighbouring Green Belt/Greenfield sites are
developed. The locality highlights the crucial part the local ecology plays in everyday life. Motorway noise
is already an issue on the site, as well as land contamination, non mains drainage, and the ongoing impact
on the Brighouse Air Quality Management Area. Residents are fully opposed to the development of this
site, which would see the loss of much of Woodhouse's countryside, local footpaths, trees, hedgerows,
wildlife habitats, opportunities for children/adults to roam and experience nature (the site is well used by
Bradley Wood Scout Club) and Green Belt space. It is worth mentioning that several planning applications
have been submitted for this site over the last 50 years, none of which have been successful.

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

Duty to Co-operate Reason:
The Council have categorically failed in their duty to cooperate in several fundamental ways. There is little



within the Plan to suggest that highways issues, commuter patterns, local services/provisions, transport
links and the Green Belt have been thoroughly considered, in collaboration with Kirklees council. The sheer
scale of development at Woodhouse & wider Rastrick (around 2,400 in total), plus the proposed dwellings
for North of Bradley Road, Bradley in the Kirklees Local Plan (nearly 2,000), begs the question; have
Calderdale and Kirklees communicated with one another about their plans and the cross-border impact
and, if yes, to what extent has this cooperation/cross-council working occurred? The overall lack of joined-
up thinking in this corner of the world is evident in the proposal for close-knit, large scale development in
the first instance, and further highlighted through the use of inadequate evidence and minimal
understanding of the impact of close proximity development of this scale would have on Woodhouse,
Rastrick, Brighouse, and North-West Kirklees. Let's be very clear, across the Calderdale-Kirklees border we
are talking about 4-5,000 additional new houses and 5 business/industrial sites within a 2-3 mile radius,
with very little detail about how, where and when more infrastructure (highways, health care services,
schools, sewage, etc.) will be funded and implemented, with absolutely no plans about how increasing
public health concerns (e.g. air pollution) will be tackled. This offers no assurances to residents that the
Plan is deliverable in both a practical or safe manner, and fails to address many of the fundamental issues
key to building a healthy and prosperous future for all. Finally, while the IDP does state a need for
additional health facilities and services, we (as local Councillors) are aware that the Council have made very
little effort to liaise with GPs and other health care providers, about their plans to improve health care
capacity in the area. The Council have therefore failed in the duty to cooperate with key stakeholders, such
as local GPs and NHS services. | would implore the Planning Inspectorate to fully consider the points made
above, along with residents' and other key stakeholders' comments.

Suggested Modifications:

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

Comment ID Lpp1359 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?: Yes

Sound Reason:
Please refer to attached report prepared by Barton Willmore

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 Lpp1398 Site ref (if applicable):
Person ID: 1185995 Name: Persimmon Homes (West Organisation:
Yorkshire)
Agent ID: 1185997 Name: Mr Adam Jackson Organisation: Senior Planner Lichfields

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?: No

Duty to Co-operate Reason:
See attachment

Suggested Modifications:

Additional Evidence Link: http://calderdale-consult.objective.co.uk/file/5106413

Comment ID Lppl423 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:
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 Lpp1459 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
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 Lpp3 Site ref (if applicable): LP1451

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?: Yes

Sound Reason:

On balance, | consider that placing sizable housing developments in the east of the borough in the vicinity
of Brighouse makes sense. The infrastructure and transport links there are superior to elsewhere.
However, | would reiterate that there needs to be a far greater re-use of existing buildings in town centres
as the first option for affordable, sustainable housing.

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 Lpp320 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:

We support the requirement that the development of these sites will need to address the issues identified
in Appendix 1. However, the reference to 'Site Assessment Reports' in Policy SD7 could lead to some
confusion to users of the Plan about what precisely these are since Appendix 1 is called 'Site Allocations
Supporting Information'. For each of these allocations, Appendix 1 identifies the constraints, sets out the
additional reports which will be required, and lists a number of detailed measures which are considered
necessary to ensure that these sites will be developed in a sustainable manner. Where the development of
these sites are likely to impact upon the historic environment, the Site Specific Considerations broadly
reflect the recommendations which have been put forward in the respective Heritage Impact Assessment

na



regarding how any harm to the heritage assets in their vicinity might be removed or reduced. The
mitigation measures which have been put forward in the Heritage Impact Assessments need to be
implemented as part any development proposals otherwise the development of these allocations would
be likely to be incompatible with not only national policy guidance (and, where relevant, the relevant
legislation) but also the Plans Policies for the conservation of the historic environment. Consequently, the
development principles which are set out in Appendix 1 need to be firmly an effectively tied into this Local
Plan Policy. This will assist both those preparing detailed schemes for these allocations and those
determining the appropriateness of proposals which do come forward. Such an approach also helps to
provide certainty to both potential developers and local communities about precisely what will, and will
not, be permitted on these sites and help ensure that these sites are developed in a sustainable manner.
[Our comments on the detailed Supporting Information for each of the proposed Housing Sites that is set
out in Appendix 1 of the Plan are detailed on the Schedule which accompanies this letter]

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

Suggested Modifications:
Amend Policy SD7 to read:- 'Planning Applications will need to address the issues identified in in Appendix

1|

Additional Evidence Link:

Comment ID Lpp40 Site ref (if applicable): LP1463
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?: Yes

Sound Reason:

On balance, | consider that placing sizable housing developments in the east of the borough in the vicinity
of Brighouse makes sense. The infrastructure and transport links there are superior to elsewhere.
However, | would reiterate that there needs to be a far greater re-use of existing buildings in town centres
as the first option for affordable, sustainable housing.

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 Lpp456 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?:
Legal Compliance Reason:
Do you consider the plan to be Sound?: No

Sound Reason:
Policy SD7 is not considered sound as it is not positively prepared for the following reasons. Table 6.2
Sources of Housing Land Supply suggests that there is a housing need of 9,418 dwellings minus the extant
permissions and windfalls, and that these sites for these houses will need to be allocated. The current
allocations appear to show an indicative supply of 9,460 dwellings, this does not leave a lot of space for
slippage and would only require a small proportion of the sites not to come forward or for the windfalls to
drop off slightly, for the housing requirement to not be met. Whilst the HBF do not wish to comment upon
the acceptability or otherwise of individual proposed allocations. The HBF would recommend that a
greater number of sites are allocated to provide a buffer over and above those required to meet the plan
requirement. The reason for the application of a buffer of sites is two-fold. Firstly, the plan housing
requirement should be identified as a minimum to conform to the NPPF requirements to boost supply and
plan positively. It therefore stands to reason that the plan should seek to surpass this requirement.
Secondly, a buffer will provide a balance against the inevitable under or none delivery from some existing
commitments or proposed allocations. The HBF proposes that the policy is modified as follows: Additional
sites are allocated for housing development.

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 Lpp519 Site ref (if applicable):
Person ID: 1138619 Name: Ms Jodie Hull 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:

| write to raise the following objections to the 2018 Local Plan, with particular concern for the
development proposed around the Clifton/Brighouse area. Calderdale Council have not engaged with local
residents sufficiently. Numerous objections were raised regarding the draft plan and yet revisions were not
made to the Brighouse/Clifton sections of the plan. This highlights the lack of consideration the council
have given to residents. Time-scales have been arranged to suit Calderdale council. For years they have
consulted with 'experts' to formulate the plan. However, local residents are given a six-week window to
digest such a complicated and lengthy document, which they are then expected to understand and raise
issues against. Additionally, the six weeks chosen are in the middle of peak holiday season, when
Calderdale Council will be aware that many residents are away for Summer breaks. Such restrictions
appear to have been planned deliberately and have resulted in resident's views appearing to be utterly
overlooked by the council. Many local residents are unable to provide comments due to an over
complicated online system. | am confident with IT, and use it daily, however this process has been far less
than user friendly. Moreover, Calderdale Council experienced IT problems themselves, further adding to
resident's frustrations and feelings of neglect. | imagine that numerous residents have felt unable to
comment due to the heavy reliance on IT systems from Calderdale Council. The entirety of the proposed
developments have been withheld from local residents in earlier consultation documents. Calderdale
Council has neglected to show; the development of the proposed Clifton Enterprise Zone, the proposed
development of the Thornhill Garden Suburb and the new proposed link road in the consultation
documents. Once again, this evidence highlights Calderdale Council's considerable reluctance to work with
the local residents. The Clifton / Brighouse area sits on the border of two other Councils, both of which are
planning developments of their own. Calderdale, Bradford and Kirklees councils have been unable to
consult cohesively, therefore each council is proposing significant developments on the border with one
another without considering the impact such developments will have on each area. In addition, | feel that
Calderdale have not answered the following questions sufficiently when drawing up the Local Plan:
Calderdale is proposing to build many homes and an Employment Zone in an air quality management zone.
However, it is one of 23 Local Authorities in England that have not met their air quality targets. How do
Calderdale propose to decrease the air pollutants and improve the air quality in the Brighouse area?
Calderdale Council's own report states that Brighouse and surrounding areas are exceeding their air quality
levels by 49ug / m3. A High Court ruling in February 2018 identified Calderdale as one of 33 Local
Authorities where additional measures to tackle air pollution were required. Kirklees and Bradford City
Council were also on this list providing further concern for the point | raised previously regarding a lack of
cohesiveness, and also for the safety and well-being of residents in these areas. How will this Local Plan
achieve the measures required by the High Court? The Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) is important as
the levy should provide a positive effect on development across the local plan area. However different
rates have been set across Calderdale. Calderdale Council set the levy at £85 per square metre in Hebden
Bridge and only £40 per square metre in the proposed Thornhill Garden Suburb. How did the Council
decide to set these different rates, could they demonstrate how they decided on £40 per square metre in
Thornhill? Has the levy been set deliberately low in Thornhill to encourage the developers at the expense
of roads, flooding, schools etc.? A new motorway junction - M62 junction 24a - is shown on the local plan.
Highways England are the suggested funders for the partnership with Calderdale and Kirklees, yet
Highways England have said that they will not fund this junction. Where will the funding be sourced from?
Furthermore, there is no proposed completion date for this junction and yet it would be required to
support the developments suggested in the Local Plan. The lack of collaboration between councils will also
affect traffic and pollution levels in the area. The local plan has not addressed whether Calderdale has
worked with Kirklees and Bradford to ensure smooth traffic flow and reduced pollution. As the borders of
each council's development are within such close proximity to each other, the road structure in Calderdale
cannot be taken in isolation. The development in Kirklees and Bradford impact on the congestion and air
quality in Brighouse. When compared to the rest of Calderdale, there is a disproportionate amount of
housing in the Brighouse area on The Local Plan. The Thornhill area nests Tree Sparrows and Curlews



however, a Garden Suburb is planned. Both of these birds are on the UK conservation Red list. How will the
plan protect and support biodiversity for these species? Another species sighted commonly in Thornhills
are Green Finches. These are rare to this part of the country but are not stated in the plan. What does the
Council propose in order to protect these species for the future? The Thornhills area has been mined for
hundreds of years. Every house survey taken maintains concerns over mine workings, yet the Council do
not share this concern. Can the council pin-point the mine workings? Is the Council able to declare the
proposed building areas as stable based upon the former mining sites? Brighouse has previously flooded
during winter months. Currently the Thornhills fields provide a natural flood defence. However, if they are
built on, | fear that many more houses will be at risk of flooding and that Brighouse's flood risk will
increase. Calderdale Council has been required to introduce and increase flood defences in many areas
within recent years. How will the Local Plan ensure that the proposed infrastructures do not increase the

risk of flooding?

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/5073000

Comment ID Lpp558 Site ref (if applicable):
Person ID: 1182873 Name: Mr Harry Tonge Organisation:
Agent ID: 1182871 Name: Mr Harry Tonge Organisation: Associate Steven Abbott

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

Sound Reason:

As the housing target set out in the Local Plan in not adequate, the number of sites allocated for housing is
also inadequate. In order to meet the future needs of the Borough, additional housing sites will need to be
allocated. The Plan is not considered to be sound, because there are insufficient housing sites allocated
therefore the Plan will not be effective in delivering growth during the plan period.

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

Suggested Modifications:
Allocate additional housing sites to meet the need identified in the housing need evidence.

Additional Evidence Link:




Main Issues and Council Response

Legal Compliance

Main Issues:

1. The public have not had sufficient opportunity to comment on some of the sites (particular reference to
site LP1000).

Complexity of making comments on the website sheds doubt on effectiveness of consultation process.

Six weeks during the summer is an unreasonable consultation period.

2. Evidence documents have been withheld in earlier consultations, particularly regarding Clifton EZ and
the garden suburbs.

Council's Response:

1. Extensive and inclusive consultation has been carried out throughout all stages of the Local Plan
preparation process in accordance with the Council’s adopted Statement of Community Involvement and is
detailed in the Consultation Statement (Regulation 22).

2. The Council has published all relevant evidence at the first available opportunity following its completion.

Test of Soundness

Main Issues:

1. Concerns regarding deliverability of garden suburbs and housing allocations resulting in a significant
overall shortfall.

2. The approach to the trajectory of the garden suburbs is flawed. The Council’s assertion that 222
dwellings per annum is unrealistic and does not appear to be based on any sound evidence.

3. The Council have made no account for the step up in delivery that will take place on sites of this scale
(garden suburbs).

4. New homes are unlikely to be delivered on either of the garden suburbs until 2023/24, which means
there would be 9 years until the end of the plan period leading to a shortfall in delivery.

5. The level of allocation compared to the housing requirement does not leave room for slippage. A buffer
of allocations would boost supply and provide a balance against potential under delivery. The trajectory is
unrealistic.

6. The ability to provide for C2 accommodation is compromised and the policy unsound.

7. Ambitious densities may have consequences regarding deliverability. Particular concerns over garden
suburbs being delivered within plan period at stated density.

8. Some allocated sites are unavailable or availability is unknown whilst slippages in delivery, longer lead-in
times, reduced capacity and viability issues are a threat to overall delivery.

9. There is inadequate justification for the distribution of sites in the Plan, with particular reference to the



evidence included in the settlement hierarchy.

10. Clarity required over reference to Site Assessment Report and Appendix 1.

Council's Response:

1/2/3/4. The justification for the garden suburbs is detailed in Evidence Document EV40 — Justification for
the Garden Suburbs (2018).

5. Following the Government’s publication of the consultation on the standard housing methodology
approach to calculating Local Housing Need in September 2017, in December 2017 the Council resolved to
proceed with the Local Plan on the basis of this methodology. At a subsequent meeting of Cabinet in
February 2018, Members considered a range of options to determining a level of housing need. “Option B”
which had been calculated using the standard housing methodology, and excluded an uplift for
undersupply, employment growth and flexibility of choice of sites was selected by Members; the Plan
should meet the need for 12,600 homes over the Plan period, or 840 dwellings per annum. The Plan period
is 2018/19 — 2032/33, reflecting the NPPF’s preference to plan over a fifteen year period.

The Council’s response to the Inspector’s Pre-Hearing Note 1, Question 5, elaborates on the reasoning
behind the Council’s decision to base the housing requirement on the Standard Method (App 1.5 to PHN 1).

6. The Council has assessed housing sites for their suitability for residential use in general and not
specifically for just C3 use. Allocating a site for housing would not preclude development of C2 uses
provided all other relevant policies in the Local Plan are satisfied.

7. Density multipliers were considered in order that the site capacities were reflected as accurately as
possible, and without overstating capacity. The density multipliers agreed by the SHLAA Working Group
were based on those included in ‘Tapping the Potential’7 published in 2000. These have been used in
assessing the housing allocations in order to determine indicative site capacity.

8.The Council is confident that the sites that have been put forward are both available and deliverable. The
Housing trajectory has positioned sites to take account of factors that may affect deliverability.

9. 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.

10. The Council considers that the reference to Site Assessment Reports in Policy SD7 provides sufficient
clarity.

Duty to Co-operate

Main Issues:

1. The Council has failed in its duty to co-operate with Kirklees regarding development in the south east of
Calderdale, particularly concerning highways matters and infrastructure.

Council's Response:

1. See Submission Document SD 13 Duty to Cooperate Statement Including Statements of Common Ground
(January 2019).

Calderdale is part of the Leeds City Region (LCR) and a member of the West Yorkshire Combined Authority
(WYCA). The LCR has a well-established programme for joint working and cooperation at both member and



officer levels — planning portfolio holders and heads of planning meeting regularly, and there is specific ‘duty
to cooperate’ group attended by planning policy officers.

Suggested Modifications

1. Allocate additional sites for housing to ensure delivery of the Plan and requirements are met.

2. Review housing allocations where there are identified constraints or availability issues.

3. Further public consultation.

4. Further research on the viability and effects the extra people will have on the local area and services.

5. Infrastructure/Road/Motorway networks that are to be built to accommodate the extra traffic should
have detail as to when it will be started and when it will be finished.

6. Evidence should be provided to show the effect that all this extra hard surface will have on the River
Calder which already floods in most winters.

7. A higher level of housing growth should be proposed in Halifax, consistent with its clear sustainability
advantages and its position in the top tier in the settlement hierarchy.

8. Amend Policy SD7 to read:-“Planning Applications will need to address the issues identified in in
Appendix 1”.

Council's Response:

1. On February 12th 2018, the Council’s Cabinet resolved to set its housing requirement in accordance with
what was then emerging national planning policy, i.e. the Proposed Standard National Method — no
“undersupply”. This reflected the Council’s wish to align ourselves with the Government’s direction of travel
and also took on board the fact that Calderdale is tightly constrained by Green Belt and other physical
constraints. See Background Paper BP 01 Cabinet Report 12.2.18 Housing Requirements and Allocations.

No modification required.

2. The Council has not put forward sites where it is not confident that the identified constraints can be
overcome and the site is both available and deliverable.
No modification required.

3. Extensive and inclusive consultation has been carried out throughout all stages of the Local Plan
preparation process in accordance with the Council’s adopted Statement of Community Involvement and is
detailed in the Consultation Statement (Regulation 22).

No modification required.

4. Viability of sites has been given full consideration during the site assessment process. Details of viability
can be found in the Local Plan and Preferred Sites for Allocation Viability Assessment, 2017 (EV 60) and the
Local Plan and Preferred Sites for Allocation Viability Assessment, 2018 (EV 61).

The Infrastructure Delivery Plan is a compendium of projected infrastructure provision and it helps to
ensure that this infrastructure is provided in a timely manner and in a coordinated and sustainable way. It
sets out the infrastructure that will support the level of development that is proposed in the Calderdale
Local Plan, including a chapter on transport.

The transport evidence provides the basis for the Infrastructure Delivery Plan and the interventions



identified to support development across Calderdale.

There has been joint working and agreement with Calderdale Clinical Commissioning Group over the
direction of work on health and wellbeing, and also discussions with GP practices in South East Calderdale.
This is explored in the updated Calderdale Infrastructure Delivery Plan: 2019 (EV42.1).

No modification required.

5. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan is a compendium of projected infrastructure provision and it helps to
ensure that this infrastructure is provided in a timely manner and in a coordinated and sustainable way. It
sets out the infrastructure that will support the level of development that is proposed in the Calderdale
Local Plan, including a chapter on transport.

The transport evidence provides the basis for the Infrastructure Delivery Plan and the interventions
identified to support development across Calderdale.

No modification required.

6. All sites have been assessed by the Environment Agency and the Council, being the Lead Local Flood
Authority. Mitigation measures have been recommended on sites where necessary including green and
blue infrastructure. Sites at application stage will also be subject to Local Plan Policy CC2 Flood Risk
Management. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan (EV42.1) sets out the strategies, plans and programmes in
tackling flooding.

No modification required.

7. 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.

No modification required.

8. Policy SD7 states that planning applications will need to address the issues identified in the Site
Assessment Reports. This is considered to provide sufficient clarity.
No modification required.



Document Section: Policy SD7 Allocated Housing Sites - Brighouse

Representations

Comment ID APX645 Site ref (if applicable):
Person ID: 959662 Name: Mr Michael 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:
I am writing to object to the Local Plan regarding Brighouse and Rastrick as | believe this to be unrealistic,
unachievable and totally unfair to the local residents. The number of new houses being considered, 4500,
represents at least 18,000 people which is a 50% increase in the population of this area. Three and four
bedroomed properties do not constitute affordable housing in my opinion, but more of greed! There will
also be a minimum of 9000 motor vehicles. | have lived in Woodhouse Lane for 30 years, and Rastrick all
of my life. | regularly commute to my office in Bailiff Bridge and travel approximately 25,000 miles per year
on business. Brighouse is gridlocked every weekday morning and evening and also Saturday lunchtime, and
it often takes 30 minutes to travel the 2 miles to my place of work; another 9000 cars at peak times will
make travelling much, much worse. Wakefield Road is an area of particular concern, the new Lidl store has
compounded the problem and | believe that the air quality in that area is dangerously high. Only this week,
when the wind was blowing from the South, not only could the traffic be heard from the M62, but my wife
and | could smell petrol/diesel fumes. What would a significant number of additional cars, and lorries for
the proposed enterprise site, do to our health? We have 2 dogs which we walk twice a day, along with
dozens of other people, what will happen to our quality of life and health when the green belt is built
upon? Newts, frogs, foxes, rabbits, hares, deer, birds, bats and a host of other wildlife will be eradicated.
Are the plans to upgrade the M62 at junction 25 and the spur near Bradley Bar still in place? | believe
another 2500 houses could also be developed near Bradley roundabout "“ has there been consultation
between Calderdale and Kirklees regarding this? Woodhouse Lane is used as a'rat run' mainly by
commuters to the Birds Royd Industrial Estate and very few, if any, adhere to the 20 mph limit. The road is
heavily congested with parked cars. The current infrastructure is woefully inadequate for the proposed
development and an enormous investment is required. What impact will the proposed development have
on schools, doctors' surgeries etc? It will require seven to eight new Primary Schools, two to three High
Schools, three to four doctors' surgeries and possibly a new hospital "“ especially with the present possible
closure of Huddersfield Infirmary.

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

Suggested Modifications:
| fully understand the need for housing with an ever increasing population, but the plans
disproportionately affect Brighouse more than other areas of Calderdale. There seems to be little or no



infrastructure planned; no consideration of health issues, and no mention of affordable housing. Most of
the proposals for Brighouse appear to be away from the town centre and aimed at commuters; there
seems to be scant regard for the existing inhabitants.

Additional Evidence Link:

Comment ID Lpp1119 Site ref (if applicable):
Person ID: 1184868 Name: Jane Ratcliffe 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:

| have looked at making my comments felt about the Calderdale development plan, but found the website
and th fo mat totally looks helpful and very unuser-friendly. | have contacted TIm Swift, council leader, who
said someone would be contacting me my telephone but | was passed on to an underling who made no
effort to ring me but instead asked me to ring them. My objections to the development are as follows: The
bulk of the housing falls on Brighouse and immediate surroundings, which seems unfair as there are other
places within Calderdale, on which to build The road system is not coping well with the amount of traffic
now. Have they tried getting around Brighouse at 4.30? Or when the schools come out? Particularly
Rastrick at 3.30 Being so close to M62 puts more stress on the roads particularly when accidents happen
which is quite a common occurrence on the M62. Getting out of the local supermarket Sainsburys is a
nightmare at rush hour too. The roads themselves are in appalling condition so how are more cars going to
help? Where is the funding coming for more schools, or the development of existing ones, plus the
employment of more teachers and all the necessary personnel that this will entail. What about the strain
on a local health service which is already creaking the seams. Will a new hospital be built and more doctors

the rush to produce a plan for the government. | understand that Brighouse will have to take some housing
but so many? Where is the money coming from to support these developments when the next
governments cuts hit the fan? Calderdale is one of the smallest councils and cannot possibly afford it if big
councils like Northampton and Birmingham are facing shortfalls and the bankruptcy. No housing without
proper upfront financial support and more strategic planning for the future. A frustrated and annoyed
Rastrick resident.

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 Lppl1129 Site ref (if applicable):

Person ID: 1140255 Name: Helen Lever Organisation:

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

Legal Compliance Reason:
See attached

Do you consider the plan to be Sound?:

Sound Reason:
See attached

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

Duty to Co-operate Reason:
See attached

Suggested Modifications:
See attached

St. Johns C of E Primary
Academy

Additional Evidence Link: http://calderdale-consult.objective.co.uk/file/5084477

Comment ID Lppl131 Site ref (if applicable):
Person ID: 1125765 Name: Mr Nigel Hull Organisation:
Agent ID: Name: Organisation:

Do you consider the plan to be Legally Compliant?:

Legal Compliance Reason:
See attached

Do you consider the plan to be Sound?:

Sound Reason:
See attached

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

Duty to Co-operate Reason:
See attached



Suggested Modifications:
See attached

Additional Evidence Link: http://calderdale-consult.objective.co.uk/file/5084496

Comment ID Lppl132 Site ref (if applicable):
Person ID: 250533 Name: Mrs Dawn Hull Organisation:
Agent ID: Name: Organisation:

Do you consider the plan to be Legally Compliant?:

Legal Compliance Reason:
See attached

Do you consider the plan to be Sound?:

Sound Reason:
See attached

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

Duty to Co-operate Reason:
See attached

Suggested Modifications:
See attached

Additional Evidence Link: http://calderdale-consult.objective.co.uk/file/5084558

Comment ID Lpp1198 Site ref (if applicable):

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

Agent ID: 961335 Name: Mr Paul Butler 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:

See attachment - PBP Deliverability Assessment - Housing Mixed Use Allocations - providing evidence to
support allocation of sites LP0982, LP0773 & LP0177



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

Additional Evidence Link: http://calderdale-consult.objective.co.uk/file/5095200

Comment ID Lppl236 Site ref (if applicable):
Person ID: 961551 Name: Mr Peter Enright 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:

| wish to comment on the Calderdale Local Plan . Regarding the major programme of domestic and
industrial building scheduled for the Brighouse area, | am concerned lest it overwhelm the local
infrastructure. Will schools and medical centres be able to cope with such significant increase in population
? Similarly our roads. Traffic through the town is already at a standstill at certain times on most days
throughout the week. This is exacerbated frequently by accidents on the nearby M62 and overall raises
additional concerns about the district's air quality. | am also concerned at the loss of green belt
necessitated by the plans and fear this will adversely affect the quality of life for many in this district.

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 Lppl242 Site ref (if applicable):

Person ID: 1140255 Name: Helen Lever Organisation: St. Johns C of E Primary
Academy

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

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/5101383

Comment ID Lppl246 Site ref (if applicable):
Person ID: 1139490 Name: Ms Victoria Holden 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:

na«a

| am concerned that the prosed development will lead to the loss of valuable green space "“ so valuable for
health and wellbeing "“ as well as leading to a loss of wildlife and habitats. Why is Brighouse getting such a
big proportion of all the proposed development around Calderdale? Is this driven by good planning
practise? Why is the Infrastructure levy charge proposed for Thornhills so low compared to other such
proposals in Calderdale? Does this highlight something questionable about the economic around the
proposed development which has not been made clear within the consultation information Generally why
after such a long period is the consultation still incomplete and in area out of date or inaccurate "“ see
traffic information below? Why does the Council still continue to provide the minimum consultation period
possible "“ over holiday periods. Is this due to poor project management of the process or is it deliberate
to try and minimise responses form what are ultimately their customers? The consultations provide little
information on the supporting infrastructure proposed to support the massive transformation
development around Brighouse and specifically Thornhills and Clifton. Where is the detailed road
infrastructure development plan and where is all the money coming from to finance such work? | remain
seriously concerned regarding traffic around Brighouse which is already terrible and the M62 is at capacity
according to Highways England. Traffic survey information and modelling you used in your earlier
consultation was inaccurate . Where is the update information to support these proposals? Where are the
specific infrastructure plans to address this issue? | am extremely concerned about traffic emissions in
Brighouse, which is already exceeding legal limits to the point that the area is designated as an air
management zone. How does the proposed development improve this serious health damaging situation.

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 Lppl247 Site ref (if applicable):
Person ID: 1130111 Name: Mr Nigel Holden 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:

The volume of houses allocated to the Brighouse area is inequitable. Indeed the latest plan has an even
higher proportion as a % total allocated to the Brighouse area. | am concerned that little evidence can be
found for cross border co-operation with surrounding authorities "“ indeed the volume of houses
proposed for the bordering areas of Kirklees and Bradford would suggest little planning and consultation
Specifically the proposed development at Thornhills will lead to the loss of valuable green space,
agricultural land and damage wildlife, flora and fauna. Specifically the proposed development plan at
Thornhills would appear to have a very low local infrastructure charge proposed. If the proposed
development is so attractive (flat land next to the M62) why is this charge heavily discounted compared to
other charges elsewhere? Is this in effect a discount / incentive to developers? If the site is so attractive
why is this discount required? The consultations provide little information on the supporting infrastructure
proposed to support the massive transformation development around Brighouse and specifically Thornhills
and Clifton. | am concerned that this has not been properly thought through which is a major concern for a
development of such size which has been proposed for so long. For example where is the detailed road
infrastructure development plan and where is all the money coming from to finance such work? Traffic
around Brighouse is already an serious issue and will only get worse is the proposed house development
and enterprise zone proceeds. At your early consultation, Clifton Forum proved that the traffic survey
information and modelling you used as part of that exercise was inaccurate. Where is the update
information to support these proposals? Where are the specific infrastructure plans to address this issue?
Traffic emissions in Brighouse already exceed legal limits to the point that the area is designated as an air
management zone. The consultation lack any detail on how these proposed changes will improved thee
emission which have a proven lack to health issues? According to Highways England, junction 25 of the
M®62 is at capacity. As access to the M62 seems to be at the heart of the proposed developments in and
around Brighouse how can Calderdale Council propose development at such scale in the area or is this just
another example of the lack of joined up co-operative or consultation?

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 Lppl252 Site ref (if applicable):
Person ID: 1164133 Name: Miss Hannah Holden 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:

naoa

| am concerned that the proposed development will lead to the loss of valuable green space "“ so valuable
for health and wellbeing "“ as well as leading to a loss of wildlife and habitats. Why is Brighouse getting
such a big proportion of all the proposed development around Calderdale? Is this driven by good planning
practise? Why is the Infrastructure levy charge proposed for Thornhills so low compared to other such
proposals in Calderdale? Does this highlight something questionable about the economic around the
proposed development which has not been made clear within the consultation information Generally why
after such a long period is the consultation still incomplete and in area out of date or inaccurate "“ see
traffic information below? Why does the Council still continue to provide the minimum consultation period
possible "“ over holiday periods. Is this due to poor project management of the process or is it deliberate
to try and minimise responses form what are ultimately their customers? The consultations provide little
information on the supporting infrastructure proposed to support the massive transformation
development around Brighouse and specifically Thornhills and Clifton. Where is the detailed road
infrastructure development plan and where is all the money coming from to finance such work? | remain
seriously concerned regarding traffic around Brighouse which is already terrible and the M62 is at capacity
according to Highways England. Traffic survey information and modelling you used in your earlier
consultation was inaccurate . Where is the update information to support these proposals? Where are the
specific infrastructure plans to address this issue? If new schools are proposed in the development plan
how is the all the traffic related to this going to be managed in an area which is already over used? | am
extremely concerned about traffic emissions in Brighouse, which is already exceeding legal limits to the
point that the area is designated as an air management zone. How does the proposed development
improve this serious health damaging situation?

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 Lpp1288 Site ref (if applicable):



Person ID: 954767 Name: Mrs Gillian Harrison 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:

Disproportionate allocation of sites- 4,500new houses for Brighouse and Rastrick (inc 1,230 in
Woodhouse) - almost 50% of total for Calderdale. impact on local services - 1000's of additional DDD roads
already struggling with frequent gridlock. Neighbouring council Kirklees proposing 1,800 houses on land
the opposite side M62 from woodhouse development sites add even more ? and create urban sprawil.
Existing schools and health services are already oversubscribed. No detailed plans to provide additional
infrastructure make the plan unsound.

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 Lpp1438 Site ref (if applicable):
Person ID: 1182876 Name: Mr Craig Whittaker MP 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:
See attached

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/5107475




Comment ID Lpp425 Site ref (if applicable):

Person ID: 956314 Name: Mrs Sarah Simpson 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:
| am writing to raise my concerns about the proposed 4500 homes planned across Rastrick and Brighouse.
My main areas of concern are as follows: Traffic / Pollution As a resident of Woodhouse Lane for over 16
years, | have seen first hand the increase in traffic through Brighouse and the use of Woodhouse Lane as a
cut through to avoid Huddersfield Road. | am sure this is the same in the majority of residential areas in
Brighouse, leading to increased congestion and pollution on roads that quite frankly are not built to
withstand their current capacity, let alone the additional traffic caused by the building of 4500 new homes,
which could quite easily equate to 9000 more cars in our area. Some traffic calming measures have been
put in place on Woodhouse Lane, asking drivers to drive at 20mph - | can tell you quite categorically this is
not happening, and | have stopped some drivers from speeding down the road myself to outline the speed
limit. Think about the congestion that occurs when there is an accident on the M62, this will be the norm
and is totally unacceptable for the residents of Brighouse. Walking on main roads will become unbearable
due to the fumes from standing traffic, this will be the norm. The train station in Brighouse has recently
had its services changed, has anyone spoken to Northern Rail about increasing services to Manchester and
Leeds - these trains are already over subscribed - the additional houses will only add to this. Wildlife We
are in a very fortunate position in Brighouse to be able to walk to green spaces very easily. With the
addition of 4500 new homes, this will just not be possible. The deer, rabbits, bats, owls and swallows that
we see regularly in and around our green spaces will disappear. The walking areas for dogs, for children to
play and discover our wonderful countryside will disappear - this would be an absolute tragedy. Bradley
Woods scout camp will not be the safe haven it is now for children not just within our area, but within the
international scouting community - this must not be allowed to happen. Schools Again we are fortunate in
Brighouse to have a number of excellent schools - but with the addition of 4500 homes - potentially all
housing families with children this could be damaged. Our primary schools will not have capacity and our
high schools, which are already very big schools, will come under huge pressure. Is this really what
Calderdale wants? | am at a loss as to why the Brighouse area has been allocated approximately half of the
homes for the whole of Calderdale, and increasing its size by 31%! | hope that the local community have
come together to write to Calderdale council with their concerns, although | doubt very much whether the
Council will change their minds - but we must try!

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 Lpp43 Site ref (if applicable):

Person ID: 1181404 Name: Fiona Hirst 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:
| accept there is a need for more housing however given where the proposed sites for redevelopment are
located | am overwhelmed with emotion at the sheer lack of empathy towards the green belt. This land is
home to wildlife that is only just surviving on the little habitat they have remaining. A small number of red
deer still roam the area at Rastrick including foxes and badgers. Birds such as tree sparrows and house
sparrows, which are already in decline will face certain death through loss is habitat and food. The area is
alive with bees, honey bees and bumble bees some species of which are near extinction. Removing this
vital area will be another mail in the coffin for man kind. This area is alive with wildlife and is the only
remaining unspoilt area to go for walks and be at one with nature, my children love bug hunting and
foraging to find different plants. They visit the area daily to run through the long grass and climb trees all
of which will be taken away from them. Redevelopment of the greenbelt is denying children access to
unspoilt areas where they can appreciate what mother nature has to offer without having to travel. There
are numerous derilect buildings suitable for redevelopment around the areas in question, Calderdale is a
graveyard for unsightly abandoned "listed" buildings that are vandalised and left to ruin. What good is a
"listed" building not being used, looking like a stain on the area? | beg Calderdale to reconsider the plans,
for the next generation and the much loved wildlife that man thinks it can take to make money. Green belt
land is needed so urgently, for the sustainability of the Earth. You will have blood on your hands killing
wildlife and our future. Rastrick is an area with a diverse population with many deprived families who use
this area as an escape. Families who don't have the means to drive to enjoy what is natural. Children and
families enjoy this space without it they have nothing.

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 Lpp450 Site ref (if applicable):
Person ID: 1182798 Name: Mr Graham Burke 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:

| wish to register my objection to the proposed building of so many houses on the greenbelt areas around
Brighouse. The number of homes seems disproportionate compared with other areas of Calderdale. Has
the plan allowed for the massive increase of vehicles or is greater congestion of to roads be allowed to
happen. Has provision for extra public services such as school, doctors, shops etc been provided. | did
believe that greenbelt areas were established as areas that should not be developed. Why not redevelop
derelict areas, probably slightly more expensive and complicated for developers but would save much
greenbelt. Revisit proposals and use common sense when developing our areas of natural beauty and
heritage.

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 Lppa70 Site ref (if applicable):
Person ID: 1183176 Name: Mrs Linda Henbest Organisation:
Agent ID: Name: Organisation:

Do you consider the plan to be Legally Compliant?:

Legal Compliance Reason:
| cannot comment on its legality, but would imagine this has been fully investigated by the council.

Do you consider the plan to be Sound?: No

Sound Reason:

General comments: Is Rastrick to have no amenities in the form of green spaces to enjoy? Are our children
going to have to cross busy main roads or even take public transport to find an area in which to play
safely? Are families with dogs going to have anywhere left where they can take them to run about and
exercise? The gross unfairness of these plans shouts out at you. 9,500 new houses needed in Calderdale?
Oh let's shove half of them in Brighouse/Rastrick. Just what have we in the Brighouse/Rastrick area done
that we are going to lose the benefit of what countryside is remaining to us? We must have done
something to upset the councillors in Halifax because they surely have not considered the following: 1. Air
pollution - already high and going to get higher with the additional thousands of cars on the roads. 2. Lack
of facilities - just how are existing schools supposed to accommodate thousands of new pupils? How are
already over subscribed GPs surgeries going to absorb thousands more patients? 3. Current Brighouse daily
traffic logjam increasing to total gridlock when there is a problem on the M62 (problems which are
becoming more and more frequent) and traffic comes streaming off through Brighouse. Add a few more
thousand cars into the mix and nobody is going to go anywhere on a daily basis, thus increasing air



pollution, putting the health of Brighouse residents in jeopardy and decreasing the efficiency of Brighouse
businesses. 4. Road safety - some of the plans are for new houses on unsuitable junctions or will mean new
roads exiting onto dangerous hilly areas - Toothill Bank and Ogden Lane are examples of this. Also see next
comment. 5. Green belt land - almost all the proposed development is on green belt land which is nothing
less than vandalism. There are plenty of brownfield sites to be utilised. Some of this green belt land is all
that is left to wildlife - sparrows are already disappearing at an alarming rate and | have seen foxes on the
Ogden Lane site and on the land at Bowling Alley. There are also bat habitats in the proposed development
areas. 6. The quality of life for existing residents will be severely compromised if these plans go ahead. The
Government is already worried about the state of the nation's health and this council is proposing to take
away large areas of countryside which the locals now enjoy for running, walking and generally keeping fit. |
suppose the council thinks that residents of Brighouse and Rastrick can walk or run along pavements of
already heavily polluted roads! 7. | have taken the trouble to read the objections raised to the plansin
2017 and from what | can see all the objections raised are still relevant. 8. What plans do Kirklees have for
developments? Are we just going to become an extension of Huddersfield? 9. Why can't Halifax take its fair
share of new developments - I'm sure there are many brownfield sites in the Halifax area which will benefit
from redevelopment.

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:
1. Inadequate public involvement especially given the scale of development proposed for Brighouse.

Council's Response:

1. Extensive and inclusive consultation has been carried out throughout all stages of the Local Plan
preparation process in accordance with the Council’s adopted Statement of Community Involvement and is
detailed in the Consultation Statement (Regulation 22).

Test of Soundness

Main Issues:
1. Brighouse and Rastrick are getting a disproportionate amount of Calderdale's housing allocation. 50% of
development has been placed in the Brighouse area.

2. The additional number of dwellings will put extra pressure on the road system.

3. Air quality will further deteriorate with additional housing in Brighouse and the lack of any plan to
improve air quality. (namely AQMA No 6)



4, Strategic Road Network - the motorway is at capacity.

5. Brighouse residents commuting outside Calderdale is an existing critical issue which the local plan
growth strategy will further exacerbate, placing further reliance on journeys by private car.

6. Council evidence has grossly under-estimated existing levels of congestion in Brighouse.

7. The IDP does not contain adequate detail regarding the allocations in Brighouse. Further, there are no
details regarding the mitigation measures mentioned in the site reports.

8. Loss of open space fails to support the drive to encourage healthy lifestyles.

9. High proportion of sites in the Brighouse area are on green field sites. The Council have therefore failed
to address its priorities of tackling health inequalities, obesity, physical activity, and air quality.

10. Low levels of CIL in comparison with the rest of the borough.

11. No financial commitment for some of the major transport infrastructure required such as junction 24A
of the M62.

12. The Thornhills area has been mined for hundreds of years. Concerns over whether there will be any
resulting issues.

13. Potential flooding impact of mass development.

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. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan is a compendium of projected infrastructure provision and it helps to
ensure that this infrastructure is provided in a timely manner and in a coordinated and sustainable way. It
sets out the infrastructure that will support the level of development that is proposed in the Calderdale
Local Plan.

The transport evidence provides the basis for the Infrastructure Delivery Plan and the interventions
identified to support development across Calderdale.

3.For further information on air quality the Evidence Documents EV03 Low Emissions Strategy; EV04 Air
Quality Action Plan EVO05; Air Quality Technical Paper and EV54.8 Technical Note 7: Air Quality Constraints
Assessment; consider the implications of air quality, traffic growth and the mitigation needed to address
emissions.

4. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan is a compendium of projected infrastructure provision and it helps to
ensure that this infrastructure is provided in a timely manner and in a coordinated and sustainable way. It
sets out the infrastructure that will support the level of development that is proposed in the Calderdale
Local Plan, including a chapter on transport.

The transport evidence provides the basis for the Infrastructure Delivery Plan and the interventions
identified to support development across Calderdale.

5. Assumptions regarding the future planning of the district and West Yorkshire generally assume that



commuting patterns will remain reasonably constant. As a result all agencies and partners are planning for
growth, and Highway England are aware of and planning for the growth that will derive from Calderdale in
their forward expenditure plans.

6. The Council does not accept that it has underestimated existing levels of congestion in Brighouse.
Evidence documents EV54.1 to EV56.0 inclusive provide the transport evidence which has assessed the
Local Plan and the growth that it is accommodating.

7. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan is a compendium of projected infrastructure provision and it helps to
ensure that this infrastructure is provided in a timely manner and in a coordinated and sustainable way. It
sets out the infrastructure that will support the level of development that is proposed in the Calderdale
Local Plan. The IDP does not consider the individual constraints of sites, the ‘Site Allocations - Supporting
Information’ contains the details regarding mitigation measures as identified in the site assessment process.

8. Safer, Cleaner, Greener who has responsibility of Open Space in the district has assessed the Open Space
within the catchment area of sites against the adopted standards as set out in the Open Space Study.
Where an assessment of open space in the area shows that there are sufficient alternative sites to meet the
adopted standards the site has been considered for allocation. Where the assessment has demonstrated
the adopted standards would not be met the site has been filtered from being allocated.

9. With regards to the site assessment process, in order to identify the most sustainable sites a ‘sequential’
approach to housing allocations has been adopted that prioritises brownfield sites in the urban area, only
using the most sensitive greenfield Green Belt when all alternative sites were used. Also, see response to
point 8 above.

10. In setting the levy rates, Calderdale Council considers it has struck an appropriate balance between;

a. the desirability of funding from CIL in whole or in part the actual and estimated total cost of
infrastructure required to support the development of its area, taking into account other actual and
expected sources of funding, and

b. the potential effects, taken as a whole, of the imposition of CIL on the economic viability of development
across the Calderdale District.

11. Junction 24A is an aspirational strategic transport intervention. The Local Plan is not predicated on the
delivery of Junction 24A. The intervention is not a critical to the delivery of the growth scenarios proposed
in the Local Plan. However, the Infrastructure Delivery Plan (2019) discusses planned and future
infrastructure schemes, funding opportunities and set against the Housing Trajectory which is required to
support the planned housing growth.

12. If sites are in a Development High Risk Area, a Coal Mining Risk Assessment will need to be submitted to
the Local Planning Authority (LPA) to support any planning application. The Coal Mining Risk Assessment
will need to identify site specific coal mining risks and set out the proposed mitigation strategy to show that
the site can be made safe and stable for the development being proposed.

13. All sites have been assessed by the Environment Agency and the Council, being the Lead Local Flood
Authority. Mitigation measures have been recommended on sites where necessary including green and
blue infrastructure. Sites at application stage will also be subject to Local Plan Policy CC2 Flood Risk
Management. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan (EV42.1) sets out the strategies, plans and programmes in
tackling flooding.

Duty to Co-operate



Main Issues:

1. No plan to suggest that highways issues, commuter patterns, local services/provisions, transport links
and the Green Belt have been thoroughly considered for Brighouse, in collaboration with Kirklees council.

2. The Council has not consulted with the necessary parties where the IDP highlight required infrastructure
improvements, such as GPs and other health care providers.

Council's Response:

1. The large scale developments of the Garden Suburbs in Brighouse and that in Bradley, Huddersfield are
part of an ongoing spatial consideration of growth within the Leeds City Region. The large sums being
allocated by the West Yorkshire Combined Authority to the A641 Corridor and the Bradley Link indicate a
joint consideration of the development implications. Council Document CCO1 (Appendix 1.3) in response to
the Inspectors Pre-Hearing Note 1 provides further information about the manner in which the Calderdale
and Kirklees are working together to manage and mitigate the growth in the South East Calderdale/North
Huddersfield area.

2. There has been joint working and agreement with Calderdale Clinical Commissioning Group over the
direction of work on health and wellbeing, and also discussions with GP practices in South East Calderdale.
This is explored in the updated Calderdale Infrastructure Delivery Plan: 2019 (EV42.1)

Suggested Modifications

1. Additional sites are allocated for housing development to ensure requirement is met.

Council's Response:

1. No change required - On February 12th 2018, the Council’s Cabinet resolved to set its housing
requirement in accordance with what was then emerging national planning policy, i.e. the Proposed
Standard National Method — no “undersupply”. This reflected the Council’s wish to align ourselves with the
Government’s direction of travel and also took on board the fact that Calderdale is tightly constrained by
Green Belt and other physical constraints. See Background Paper BP 01 Cabinet Report 12.2.18 Housing
Requirements and Allocations.



Document Section: LP0174 - New Housing Site - Brighouse

Representations
Comment ID Lpp1405 Site ref (if applicable): LP0174
Person ID: 1185995 Name: Persimmon Homes (West Organisation:
Yorkshire)
Agent ID: 1185997 Name: Mr Adam Jackson Organisation: Senior Planner Lichfields

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

Sound Reason:

Undevelopable Allocations In addition to the significant shortfall in delivery which we anticipate will occur
at the Garden Suburb sites, our analysis has highlighted a number of other proposed allocations which we
believe are not developable. LP0174 - End of Wilton Street HD6 2QY No suitable access roads and the land
is unviable due to levels See attachment for context of comment.

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

Duty to Co-operate Reason:
See attachment

Suggested Modifications:

Additional Evidence Link: http://calderdale-consult.objective.co.uk/file/5106413

Comment ID Lpp955 Site ref (if applicable): LP0174
Person ID: 1131534 Name: Mr Gavin Macaulay 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:
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/5075241

Main Issues and Council Response

Legal Compliance

Main Issues:
Council's Response:

Test of Soundness

Main Issues:
1. Site Access - No suitable access.

2. Viability - Unviable due to levels, significant works required.
3. Air quality and noise - Due to increased traffic.
4. Local Road Network - Inadequate Local Road Network, specifically road safety issues.

5. Flooding - Increase risk of surface water flooding.

Council's Response:

1. Highways Development Management have advised that the site is partially developable for up to 15
dwellings.

2. The Viability demonstrates that Zone 8 where this site is located has average greenfield values of
£325,000 per acre and brownfield £185,000 per acre.

3. Environmental Health have not raised Air Quality as a constraint to this site. Noise however, would need
to be dealt through a noise impact assessment at application stage. The reduced developable area allows
for a stand-off between residential and industrial/commercial uses.

4. Highways Development Management have not raised any concerns regarding an inadequate local road
network. In terms of safety Highways have stated this could be addressed by a Construction Management
Plan condition.

5.The Council's Flooding and Drainage Section has indicated that the site is suitable for the development
after a Hydrological Assessment of Red Beck and surface water assessment is carried out. Any development
proposal will need to consider layout and design to avoid flood risk impacts; this should be done through a
FRA.



Duty to Co-operate

Main Issues:

Council's Response:

Suggested Modifications

1. Access to the site should be from the road leading into Brookfoot Industrial Park.

Council's Response:
1. No change required - Highways Development Management recommends access off Wilton Street.



Document Section: LP0338 - New Housing Site - Brighouse

Representations

Comment ID APX1142 Site ref (if applicable):
Person ID: 1182231 Name: Mrs Rebecca Holmes 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?: Yes

Sound Reason:

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 APX1168 Site ref (if applicable):
Person ID: 1183145 Name: Mr Nigel Holmes 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?: Yes

Sound Reason:

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

Suggested Modifications:

Additional Evidence Link:

LP0338

LP0338



Comment ID APX1228 Site ref (if applicable): LP0338

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:
Do you consider the plan to be Sound?: No

Sound Reason:
Comments made in relation to LP1109 - 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 Lppl284 Site ref (if applicable): LP0338

Person ID: 1185592 Name: Yorkshire Housing Organisation: Yorkshire Housing

Agent ID: 1185594 Name: Mr Mark Johnson Organisation: Managing Director Johnson
Mowat

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 for context of comments: This is a privately owned area of overgrown greenspace within
the urban area. Access is identified as a constraint due to the sloping nature of the site. Given the location
of the site within the urban area, it is telling that the site has no developer interest. This justifiably raises
deliverability concerns. The Housing Technical Paper identifies a suggested delivery in Year 4 (2021) and
also refers to there being no agent or developer interest identified. It is questionable therefore how
delivery in year 4 has been identified.

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 Lpp1338 Site ref (if applicable): LP0338

Person ID: 1129942 Name: Norah Smith Organisation:

Agent ID: 1185594 Name: Mr Mark Johnson Organisation: Managing Director Johnson
Mowat

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 for context of comments: This is a privately owned area of overgrown greenspace within
the urban area. Access is identified as a constraint due to the sloping nature of the site. Given the location
of the site within the urban area, it is telling that the site has no developer interest. This justifiably raises
deliverability concerns. The Housing Technical Paper identifies a suggested delivery in Year 4 (2021) and
also refers to there being no agent or developer interest identified. It is questionable therefore how
delivery in year 4 has been identified.

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/5104801

Main Issues and Council Response

Legal Compliance

Main Issues:
Council's Response:

Test of Soundness

Main Issues:
1. Site Access - constrained due to topography.



2. Deliverability - There is no developer interest or agent on board.

Council's Response:

1. Highway Development Management considers the site developable with mitigation of the level
differences across the site.

2. The current lack of developer and agent interest has been reflected in the positioning of the site in the
Housing Trajectory.

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

Suggested Modifications

1. The site should be positioned later in the trajectory.

Council's Response:

1. No change required - The sites allocation is considered consistent with the Council’s site allocation
methodology and positioning in the trajectory as set out in the Housing Technical Paper.



Document Section: LP0548 - New Housing Site - Brighouse

Representations

Comment ID APX1078 Site ref (if applicable): LP0548
Person ID: 1182491 Name: Mrs Eileen Pfaff-Kane 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:

In reference to the 'Green' on the junction of Granny Hall Lane & Blackburn Road, there has been no
consultation on this piece of land. Also, | understand that there is a governance which would prevent the
allowance of property to be built on this land.

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 APX1081 Site ref (if applicable): LP0548
Person ID: 1182921 Name: Mr Carl Hopkins 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:

After meeting attended by two local councillors it was made clear that this plot did not appear in an initial
planning document and was then added later nearer the date it was presented to council. Having lived
near the proposed site for 19 years | can testify that this area of roads is already a hazard especially where
granny hall meets Halifax road. The site will also increase traffic on to both lightcliffe road and Blackburn
which a school - which | have long thought should have speed bumps as the areas 20mph is often ignored.



There are huge issues at school pick up and drop off time. The parking at the junction of granny hall

and Halifax Road is dangerous and though double yellowed is often ignored. There has been no allowances
made for extra schooling places & doctor places. The land itself, as the plot opposite (the rose garden) is
unstable. | have seen the rose garden dip and fall and have to be refilled many times over the years | have
been here. There are reports of this plot having subsided as it is believed there is a tunnel network below
emanating from the old quarry opposite. There has also been evidenced historic reference that the plot
was gifted to the neighbourhood as a public green space in recompense for some earlier debt owed.

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

Suggested Modifications:

The local feeling is strong that there should be no actual amendments to any wording simply that the plot
should not be considered as it is unsuitable, inappropriate and has been gifted as green space. The
rejection of the site and proposed 19 houses is a drop in the ocean when the council has much larger sites
to focus on. It is reported that although the Brighouse area is a third of the size of Halifax the area is
receiving twice the allotment of new houses - this seems ridiculous as there is obviously not the
infrastructure in such a small town for a huge increase in population.

Additional Evidence Link:

Comment ID APX1105 Site ref (if applicable): LP0548
Person ID: 1183026 Name: Mr & Mrs JB & A Kendall 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:

Not included in consultation period 2017. (perhaps this comes under 'Complies with the Duty to Co-
operate - We do not know) Blackburn Road at it's junction with Granny Hall Lane is a frost pocket. The risk
of surface flooding would increase a potential hazard area. Granny hall Lane is a busy thoroughfare,
particularly with it's junctions with Halifax Road and Lightcliffe Road. Blackburn Road is also quite a busy
thoroughfare, with cars parked almost end to end during drop off/ pick up times at St.Andrew's Infant
School. Fill this space and there would be continuous housing from Bradford Road, via Bonegale, Garden
Road, Lightcliffe Road, Laverock Lane, Well Green lane and to the recreation area adjacent to St. Chad's
primary school. The open space is used by children and families for healthy, outdoor activities. Locally and
nationally the aim is to encourage there and fight obesity etc. Building would defeat this aim. '‘Business and
Economy services' How can there be a 'Positive' comment in response to issues raised during the 2017
consultation? Development on this site was not put forward at that time. The land is designated by
Calderdale as 'Greenfield.' Is this correct? It was worked as a stone quarry, empty and then filled with
general tipping, including dustbin refuse (Brighouse Council). Surely the site is 'Brownfield’, or is there a



point in time when it becomes 'green'? The nearest school is extremely popular and usually over-
subscribed. 19 houses are sure to have families with children, whose parents would expect their key stage
1 child to have a place at the school at the end of the road when they moved in - but would they? In
connection with point 3 above: any building would most likely involve additional and costly works e.g.
numerous pilings, strengthening measures etc.

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

Suggested Modifications:

We are not in apposition to suggest modifications to the local plan. We do not have the necessary
expertise, knowledge etc. We do feel that our comments in section 5 should be sufficient for asking the
council to reconsider this site as suitable for development within the local plan. This particular site apart,
Brighouse does not have the infrastructure or facilities to support the large number of houses proposed.
The second largest town within the borough and yet we have a council office which is not even open five
days a week from 9am - 4.30 pm Please support the existing community before going ahead with the
proposed development of 4500 new homes.

Additional Evidence Link:

Comment ID APX111 Site ref (if applicable): LP0548
Person ID: 1181213 Name: Mrs Karen Johnson Organisation:
Agent ID: Name: Organisation:

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

Legal Compliance Reason:

| do not believe that this land is legally owned by Calderdale, although it has been maintained by
Calderdale ie grass cutting over the summer months. The land forms part of a Covenant, in which the land
was gifted to the children of Granny Hall Lane.

Do you consider the plan to be Sound?: No

Sound Reason:
The land is in the reports words - contaminated. By that | mean there are mine shafts running under this
land. There is a visible dip in the centre of the land where a mine shaft is running under it. There would

also be problems with parking as the local infant school is adjacent to this land, and there is already a
problem with far too many cars being parked along Blackburn Road.

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

Duty to Co-operate Reason:

In order to build on this land it would require significant amount of funds being spent if public money to
excavate this land . Even after this the land would be prone to subsidence, and also it would be difficult to
get insurance for houses built on land being affected by subsidence.



Suggested Modifications:

Additional Evidence Link:

Comment ID APX1116 Site ref (if applicable): LP0548
Person ID: 1183002 Name: Miss Deborah Kendall 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:

Objection re planning for 19 houses on Granny Hall/Blackburn Road, Brighouse. This plan is not a viable
plan for the area involved as the infrastructure of the local area and wider area could not support the
amount of extra cars and people that would come into the area. Neither Granny Hall or Blackburn Road
would be able to support the amount of cars entering and leaving the housing area. If there is no parking
supplied within the housing area this would cause massive parking problems and hazards on Granny hall
and Blackburn Road which would also be a hazard to the local school and could also be a possible cause of
accidents. Building these houses also takes away the green areas of the town and these green areas should
be kept so the town is not strangled by more houses and cars.

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 APX1119 Site ref (if applicable): LP0548
Person ID: 1182965 Name: Mrs Caroline Sunderland 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 green space where the intended planning & building is to take place is unsafe; previously a quarry. Sink



holes. Also the green space was given to the children of sleadsyke - | believe. | moved to the area 1966 &
remember the houses on granny hall grove being built. How tall are these social houses - two/three
storey? Please advise, thanks.

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

Suggested Modifications:

The houses; should they be built, should not be more than one storey. The road for access; should be just
one on Granny Hall lane at the side of M.Laycock's house only. Please indicate what social housing may
mean to this area?

Additional Evidence Link:

Comment ID APX1125 Site ref (if applicable): LP0548
Person ID: 1184907 Name: Mr Michael Sawyer Organisation:
Agent ID: Name: Organisation:

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