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Document Section: Policy SD7 Allocated Housing Sites - Halifax

Representations

Comment ID APX975 Site ref (if applicable): LP0983

Person ID: 1183321 Name: Kirsty Radford Organisation: Begbies Traynor
Agent ID: 1183318 Name: Mr Tom Robinson Organisation:

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

Legal Compliance Reason:

See cover letter for full detail. In summary: the change of method to determine housing need at such a late
date in the plan making process requires better explanation and a more meaningful opportunity for
members of the public to comment on this change of approach the consultation on a Publication Draft
which is dramatically different from the Initial Draft issued in 2017 is not considered to be a sound
approach the change in method combined with the use of updated data combined to make a significant
revision to the housing provision target with wide ranging knock-on effects on the remainder of the Local
Plan. This should be subject to a more meaningful public consultation the decision to adopt a significantly
lower housing figure was made by the Council Cabinet without a specific mandate and without the
expected level of public engagement the option adopted by the Cabinet in assessing housing need does
not factor in economic growth thus underestimates housing need the levels of housing allocations have
been reduced while the level of employment land has been increased. This is considered to be
incompatible. Planning Practice Guidance states that the Standard Method employed in the Publication
Draft should be a minimum and a starting point. The Publication Draft is therefore inconsistent with
guidance New mid-year housing projections have been released in September 2018. These figures should
be included in the emerging local plan There is no allowance for historic undersupply or a buffer therefore
no flexibility to acknowledge the difficulty faced in delivering housing. The site of interest to our client,
LP0983, lies outside but on the cusp of the list of sites for allocation (as per the officer's report to the
Cabinet in February 2018), having previously been allocated for residential development Following our
representations of 2017, the site now benefits from adjacent publicly open local space. This means that
within the Accessibility Assessment this element is elevated to the "green category"End is considered
equal and superior to other sites which are allocated within the Publication Draft The site LP0983 should
therefore be reintroduced as an allocated housing site within the emerging Local Plan as: it is equal to and
better than some sites which are allocated in the Publication Draft particularly following the improved
accessibility to local open space; it will allow for flexibility above the minimum figure applied by the Council
in line with guidance; and it will contribute to the housing need factoring in economic growth so that the
Local Plan is compatible with the Council's employment land policies.

Do you consider the plan to be Sound?: No

Sound Reason:

See cover letter for full detail. In summary: the change of method to determine housing need at such a late
date in the plan making process requires better explanation and a more meaningful opportunity for
members of the public to comment on this change of approach the consultation on a Publication Draft
which is dramatically different from the Initial Draft issued in 2017 is not considered to be a sound
approach the change in method combined with the use of updated data combined to make a significant



revision to the housing provision target with wide ranging knock-on effects on the remainder of the Local
Plan. This should be subject to a more meaningful public consultation the decision to adopt a significantly
lower housing figure was made by the Council Cabinet without a specific mandate and without the
expected level of public engagement the option adopted by the Cabinet in assessing housing need does
not factor in economic growth thus underestimates housing need the levels of housing allocations have
been reduced while the level of employment land has been increased. This is considered to be
incompatible. Planning Practice Guidance states that the Standard Method employed in the Publication
Draft should be a minimum and a starting point. The Publication Draft is therefore inconsistent with
guidance New mid-year housing projections have been released in September 2018. These figures should
be included in the emerging local plan There is no allowance for historic undersupply or a buffer therefore
no flexibility to acknowledge the difficulty faced in delivering housing. The site of interest to our client,
LP0983, lies outside but on the cusp of the list of sites for allocation (as per the officer's report to the
Cabinet in February 2018), having previously been allocated for residential development Following our
representations of 2017, the site now benefits from adjacent publicly open local space. This means that
within the Accessibility Assessment this element is elevated to the "green category"@&nd is considered
equal and superior to other sites which are allocated within the Publication Draft The site LP0983 should
therefore be reintroduced as an allocated housing site within the emerging Local Plan as: it is equal to and
better than some sites which are allocated in the Publication Draft particularly following the improved
accessibility to local open space; it will allow for flexibility above the minimum figure applied by the Council
in line with guidance; and it will contribute to the housing need factoring in economic growth so that the
Local Plan is compatible with the Council's employment land policies.

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

Suggested Modifications:

Reconsideration of housing target, full and compliant public consulation on the significant change in
approach to Local Plan, allowance in housing target for economic growth, allowance in housing target for
historic underlivery/supply.

Additional Evidence Link: http://calderdale-consult.objective.co.uk/file/5080948

Comment ID Lppl071 Site ref (if applicable): LP1570
Person ID: 981519 Name: Mr & Mrs Peter Kerwin 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:
See attachment

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/5081643

Comment ID Lpp1196 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 Lpp1389 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 attachment for context of comments. Introductory paragraph of Evidence Paper 2 states that: Please
note that it was our intention to divide up this document and submit it in relevant sections using the
representation form, but having downloaded the form we found that key entry fields were locked. Given



that the representation system is in any case not well-suited to comments that develop a narrative and
contain figures and tables, we have therefore reverted to submitting full documents. These are structured
as carefully as possible to enable you to use them. It is our view that the Publication Draft is not positively
prepared to deliver sustainable development. It is not justified by the most appropriate and up-to-date
evidence of development needs. And it will not be effective in delivering sustainable development, due to
fundamental internal contradictions between the scale and distribution of development and other key
policies in the Plan. This evidence paper explains our position on these points, and we conclude that very
substantial modifications will be needed to make the Plan sound. Policy SD7 Housing sites: site specific
housing objection LP1216 and LP1229 Mill Lane/Old Lane, and Near Royd Ovenden If Green Belt release is
to be justified, then poor public transport accessibility, loss of green/open space and consideration of
alternative, brownfield sites must be properly addressed. Topography means open space loss is much more
significant than site report implies.

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 Lppl514 Site ref (if applicable):
Person ID: 1186322 Name: Mr Stephen Wiggins 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:

| object to the land being used as housing. 1) The new housing would negatively affect the view from the
listed building - Wainhouse Tower. 2) The new housing would negatively affect the view from the adjacent
conservation area. 3) The land needs to be re-designated (returned to) allotment gardens. The designation
was lost andif reinstated, will significantly increase the recreational and visual amenity of the space and
value to the local (and wider) community. 4) The site (including the adjacent woodland) needs an
ecological appraisal - as per Article 6 of the Habitats Directive European Court of Justice 2014. The land and
adjacent woodland is habitat for many species some of which are protected. The Council has not
completed this survey and must do so before making any decision. Failure to do so is in breach of article 6

of the Habitat Directive.

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 Lpp1515 Site ref (if applicable):
Person ID: 1186331 Name: Mrs Susan Townend 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 land needs to be re-designated as allotment gardens. The designation was lost and if replaced will
increase significantly the recreational amenity of the space and value to the local community. The site
including the adjacent woodland needs an ecological appraisal - as per article 6 of the habitats directive,
European Court of Justice 2014. The land and adjacent woodland is habitat to many species some of which
are protected. The council has not completed this ecological survey and must do so before any decision is
made. Failure to do so is in breach of article 6 of the Habitats directive.

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

Suggested Modifications:

The site, including the adjacent woodland needs an ecological appraisal as per article 6 of the Habitats
directive, European Court of Justice 2014.

Additional Evidence Link:

Comment ID Lppl516 Site ref (if applicable):
Person ID: 1186337 Name: Mrs Rosemary Balmforth 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:

1. Designated as an Open Space Urban. 2. Designated as a Wildlife Corridor. 3. The safety in Horley Green
will beimpaired with another forty two or even eighty four cars. 4. It is a one way system. 5. Plan Permition
was rejected and these reasons are still applicable. 6. Lack of amenities. 7. Infrastructure Doctors & Schools



8. It will be unsafe with all that traffic going through a small village like ours ant Claremount. There are
enough Houses in the area There doesn't need to be anymore.

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 Lpp1518 Site ref (if applicable):
Person ID: 1186346 Name: Mr Stuart Naylor Organisation:
Agent ID: Name: Organisation:

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

Sound Reason:

THIS COMMENT WAS RECEIVED AFTER THE CLOSURE OF THE REPRESENTATION PERIOD. New housing
would have a negative effect on the view from the listed building, Wainhouse Tower. New housing would
affect negatively the view from the adjacent conservation area. The land needs to be re-designated as
allotment gardens. The designation was lost and if replaced will improve significantly the recreational
space and amenity and its value to the local community. This land and adjoining land is habitat to local
wildlife and should not be lost. There would be noise and light pollution to residents of Rothwell Drive if
houses were to be built. Privacy to residents of Rothwell Drive would be lost.

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

Suggested Modifications:

The new housing would affect the view from the listed building Wainhouse Tower. The new housing will
affect negatively the view from the adjacent conservation area. The land needs to be re-designated as
allotment gardens. The designation was lost and if replaced will increase significantly the recreational
amenity of the space and value to the local community. The site including the adjacent woodland needs an
ecological appraisal as per Article 6 of the European commission. The land and adjacent woodland is
habitat to many species, some of which are protected. the council has not completed this ecological
survey and must do so before making any decision. Failure to do so is in breach of Article 6 of the European
commission.

Additional Evidence Link:




Comment ID Lpp37 Site ref (if applicable):

Person ID: 1181290 Name: Mrs JM West 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/5049200

Main Issues and Council Response

Legal Compliance

Main Issues:
1. Meaningful consultation is required on the change in method to determine housing need.

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. Housing need does not factor in economic growth, under supply or fexibility buffer.

2. New Housing would affect negatively the view from Wainhouse Tower

Council's Response:

1. 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.

2. Historic England and Conservation Officers have identified when development may impact on the Historic
Environment.

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

Suggested Modifications

1. Reconsideration of the housing need.
2. Full and compliant public consultation.
3. Allowance in housing target for undersupply/underdelivery.

Council's Response:

1. 3. No change required - 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).

2. 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).



Document Section: LP0046 - New Housing Site - Halifax

Representations

Comment ID APX1067 Site ref (if applicable): LP0046

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

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

Sound Reason:
Impacts to LWS need to be considered and fully mitigated. Although a buffer from the LWS is encouraged

we feel this can be strengthened. Boundary trees and species rich grassland should be retained. PEA and
protected species surveys will be needed along with sensitive landscape schemes (including SuDs) and long
term management plans to ensure no fragmentation of CWHN and a net gain in biodiversity is achieved.
Do you consider that the plan complies with the Duty to Co-operate?:

Duty to Co-operate Reason:

Suggested Modifications:

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

Comment ID APX427 Site ref (if applicable): LP0046

Person ID: 1024937 Name: Mr lan Sanderson Organisation: Principal Archaeologist
West Yorks Archaeology
Advisory Service

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:
Need to add requirement for a Heritage Impact Assessment on close Listed building, in Reports Required



section, to comply with NPPF.
Do you consider that the plan complies with the Duty to Co-operate?: Yes
Duty to Co-operate Reason:

Suggested Modifications:
See above

Additional Evidence Link:

Comment ID Lpp219 Site ref (if applicable): LP0046
Person ID: 960621 Name: Mrs Wendy Clayton 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/5063696

Comment ID Lpp495 Site ref (if applicable): LP0046
Person ID: 1128265 Name: Mr lain Crouch Organisation: Planner P S Ryley & Co Ltd
Agent ID: 1128263 Name: Mr lain Crouch Organisation: Planner P S Ryley & Co Ltd

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

Sound Reason:
| wish to object to inclusion of LPO046 as a potential Site for Housing in the Draft Local Plan on grounds of

10



'soundness', in particular: The developable area of the site as it exists presently is just the southern portion
of LP0046, the northern portion currently occupied by farm buildings. It is unclear whether the farm
buildings will be demolished and the developable site will comprise the whole area (0.70ha), or whether
the buildings will be retained and just the southern portion will be made available for building. Inclusion of
this site is therefore unsound, as Calderdale MBC cannot rely upon the whole of the site becoming
available for development within the lifetime of the Local Plan. | accept that the difference between use of
all of the site and use of just the southern portion could be the difference between 25 and 10 new
dwellings only. Notwithstanding this, given that doubt exists over the number of likely new dwellings, in
the interests of soundness it would be more appropriate to allocate other sites for housing in preference
to this one. There is confusion about the preferred point of access to the public highway. The Council's Site
Assessment Report correctly states that access to Ryecroft Lane is unsuitable. It also raises concern about
potential access to Heathy Lane, and whilst it states that there are 'potential access issues which are
resolvable’, it doesn't identify the nature of those 'potential access issues'. It is my contention that by not
describing potential access issues within the Report, it is probable that said issues have not been properly
considered and for this reason inclusion of the site is flawed, and the plan therefore unsound. The site is
surrounded on three sides by trees. These trees are, as | understand it, not within the boundary of the site.
The Council's Report is unclear about the ecological importance of these trees, however it does mention
bats, owls, bees plus native and migrant birds. Development of LP0O046 would have an impact upon the
long term retention of said trees, particularly those to the south, as they shade the southern portion of the
site for much of the day. Given that it may only be the southern portion that is developed (as outlined in
(1)), the effect of shade-cast is fundamental to the developable area and if the trees are considered worthy
of retention, could prevent development of much of the site. The Plan is unsound in that it has failed to
take proper account of this matter and the potential impact upon the viability of this site. The potential
impact of contaminated ground beneath existing buildings on the northern portion of the site is referred
to in the Council's Report, but not elaborated upon. This is of relevance in particular because of the
likelihood of surface water drainage via SUDS needing to pass through contaminated ground and carrying
contaminants off site. | note that the site is adjacent to a Local Wildlife Site and a Local Nature Reserve
containing a pond. The Report does not take account of the potential for pollution in this manner, and is
therefore flawed, and the plan is consequently unsound. As | understand it, Yorkshire Water hasn't been
consulted about the adequacy of the local sewerage network. Should a developer not have access to
adjacent land or sufficient space on site for a sewage treatment plant, he will have to connect to the public
system. In the absence of a Yorkshire Water Report, the closest acceptable point to connect is unknown. |
raise this because | have been informed by persons living nearby that the sewerage system is operating at
maximum capacity presently and is unlikely to be able to accept waste from an additional 25 dwellings.
Without certainty about foul drainage, inclusion of this site is flawed and the plan is subsequently
unsound. The presence of the Local Wildlife Site and Local Nature Reserve adjacent to the southern
portion of the site will have an impact upon the amount of land available for development, as a buffer strip
will need to be incorporated into the design. Whilst this wouldn't ordinarily be an issue for a site of this
size, it will become an issue should only the southern portion be developable, a possibility described in (1).
Given that increasing pressure is being placed upon developers to incorporate SUDS in the design stage of
development, it is possible that the Lead Flood Authority may request the use of swales. This being the
case, the amount of site remaining for housing and gardens will be reduced, compounding problems
described in (1). This hasn't been considered in the Council's Report and as such inclusion of this site is
flawed and the plan subsequently unsound.

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

Duty to Co-operate Reason:

11



Suggested Modifications:

Removal of sites that are not clearly available for development within the lifetime of the Local Plan, and
replacement of these sites with others that are, of which many have been identified in the SHLAA process.

Additional Evidence Link:

Comment ID Lpp612 Site ref (if applicable): LP0046

Person ID: 1183460 Name: Organisation: Whitehill Green
Community Forum

Agent ID: Name: Organisation:
Do you consider the plan to be Legally Compliant?: Yes
Legal Compliance Reason:

Do you consider the plan to be Sound?: No

Sound Reason:

We wish to object to the inclusion of LP0046 as a potential site for housing in the Draft Local Plan on
grounds of 'soundness’, in particular: The plan as submitted omits various factual details that are
significant in their absence and accordingly obscure. When the history of the entire planning application is
examined in detail it becomes obvious that this obscurity can only be derived either from incompetent
planning during the assessment process or from an intentional act to hide the inappropriateness of
reclassifying the site and adopting it for housing. Specific examples are included in the attached Appendix
Document 1: 'Goose Gate "“ planning through obscuration.' There are a total of 4appendices to be read in
conjunction with this submission: Appendix 1 "“ Goose Gate Planning through Obscuration Appendix 2 "
list of signatures from local people supporting this submission Appendix 3 "“ 2018 Site Assessment Report
(1 st version) released August 10 th 2018 Appendix 4 "“ copy of email regarding access The developable
area of the site as it exists presently is just the southern portion of LP0046, the northern portion currently
occupied by a converted barn, 2 houses and a bungalow (the site assessment report refers to these 4
dwellings as farm buildings). During the 6 week consultation period the site assessment report has been
amended and there is uncertainty whether these 4 houses will be demolished and the developable area
will comprise the whole area (0.7ha) or whether the houses will be retained and just the southern portion
will be made available for development (0.24ha). If the southern portion only is developable then this area
is below the 0.25ha threshold and should be rejected as a potential housing site. Given the doubt that
exists over the number of likely dwellings, in the interests of soundness it would be more appropriate to
allocate other sites for housing in preference to this one. If the plan requires the demolition of existing
dwellings this is at best uneconomical and at worse un- ecological. It seems scandalous to demolish
occupied houses in order to free up the land to build houses on. The potential impact of contaminated
ground beneath the existing buildings on the northern portion of the site is referred to in the site
assessment report but is not elaborated upon. This is of relevance in particular because of the likelihood of
surface water drainage via SUDS needing to pass through contaminated ground and carrying contaminants
off site. The site is on the hillside directly above and adjacent to a local wildlife site, local nature reserve,
wildlife habitat network and an area of Lowland Acid Grassland (UK BAP HPI) and contains a small pond
that wildlife regularly drink from ( which is fed from a spring in the southern portion of LP0046). The report
does not take account of the potential for pollution flowing down the hillside and/or entering or
contaminating the natural springs in this manner and is therefore flawed and the plan consequently
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unsound. Policy GN3 "“ Natural Environment (extract): 'Development proposals which are likely to have a
significant adverse impact on a site with 1 or more of the following designations, habitats or species will
not be permitted except in exceptional circumstances where the reasons for the development clearly
outweigh the value of the ecological feature adversely affected and there are no appropriate alternatives'
i) Local Nature Reserve (LNR) ii) Local Wildlife Site (LWS) iii) Calderdale Wildlife Habitat Network iv)
Habitats & Species of principle importance within the UK biodiversity action plan (UK BAP HPI). v) Priority
habitats and species within the Calderdale Biodiversity Action Plan Information from Natural England (link
from the National Policy Planning Framework) states that 'there are restrictions on activities that might
affect a designated or protected area, e.g. building new houses or roads. This includes areas next to as well
as in those areas'. No exceptional circumstances have been put forward therefore the proposal for
development of LP0046 is not compliant with policy GN3 and therefore unsound. Further, surface water
drainage may also adversely affect the existing housing downhill of the site and by increasing the water
drainage cause a significant impact to the wildlife site. Finally, given that increasing pressure is being
placed upon developers to incorporate SUDS in the design stage of development, it is possible that the
Lead Flood Authority may request the use of swales. This being the case, the amount of site remaining for
housing and gardens may be reduced, compounding problems described above. This hasn't been
considered in the site assessment report and as such inclusion of this site is flawed and the plan
subsequently unsound. There has been confusion in the site assessment report about the point of access
to the public highway and this too has been amended during the 6 week consultation period creating
further confusion for residents as it still doesn't mention an exact location for access to the potential
housing site, just stating that access from Whitehill Road is 'technically feasible'. Access via Ryecroft Lane
was declared unsuitable but the report failed to mention such access would impact housing, gardens and
local fields nor that the latest site assessment report states that Heathy Lane is considered to be able to
accommodate the development traffic. However this is an extremely steep narrow lane with blind bends,
pinch points preventing large vehicles using it, a 20PMH zone and has a weight restriction. It is also one of
the main thoroughfares for school traffic both for Whitehill Academy and Trinity Academy. Further housing
will exacerbate existing congestion which also includes heavy goods vehicles from the local Holmfield
Industrial site. Whitehill Road was recently reduced to 20 mile per hour because of the congestion and
additional housing could significantly increase traffic accident risk especially in the winter months when the
road is often unusable. It is our contention that access issues have not been properly considered and for
this reason inclusion of the site is flawed and the plan therefore unsound. There is concern from Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust in the site assessment report about the impact on the adjacent LWS and LNR and they advise
that impacts are fully considered prior to the allocation and any development is master planned and
considered in combination with LPO531, which is a proposed development of houses at the other side of
the same LNR and LWS. There is no evidence in the report that this has been done. In fact the 2 sites have
been treated arbitrarily as LP0O531 has been given a suggested mitigation (or buffer zone) of 20 metres,
whereas LP0046 has been given mitigation just on its southern edge of only 10 metres. For this reason we
believe that the inclusion of the site is flawed and the plan therefore unsound. LP0046 site is surrounded
by large mature trees on three sides, most of which are approximately 20-25 metres high and are around
100 years old. The site assessment report states that these boundary trees are to be retained and it
mentions bats (the whole of LP0046 is a bat alert zone according to West Yorkshire Ecology), owls, bees
plus native and migrant birds. Planning rules ( Local Policy Annex 3 "“ Trees on or adjacent to development
and GN5 section 20 of the Local Report) relating to shade cast and prevention to damage to said tree roots
is fundamental to the developable area of LP0046 and could prevent development of a significant portion
of the site. The plan is unsound as it has failed to take proper account of this matter and the potential
impact upon the viability of this site. According to the Unity Development Plan 2006 a wildlife corridor
goes through a large part of LP0046 from midway along the southern boundary connecting the LNR & LWS
up to the east side of the current houses in the northern part of the site and beyond. However there is no
mention of this in the Local Plan, indeed this corridor appears to have been taken out or ignored and there
is no evidence that any wildlife organisations were consulted re this. The whole LNR & LWS between
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LP0531 and LP0046 is a wildlife corridor and: Paragraph 174a of the National Planning Policy Framework
(extract) states that: To protect and enhance biodiversity and geodiversity, plans should: Identify, map and
safeguard components of local wildlife-rich habitats and wider ecological networks, including the hierarchy
of international, national and locally designated sites of importance for biodiversity, wildlife corridors and
stepping stones that connect them; and areas identified by national and local partnerships for habitat
management, enhancement, restoration or creation and Promote the conservation, restoration and
enhancement of priority habitats, ecological networks and the protection and recovery of priority species;
and identify and pursue opportunities for securing measurable net gains for biodiversity. Due to the
exclusion of this existing Wildlife corridor from LP0046 for unknown reasons, the inclusion of the site is
flawed and the plan therefore unsound. The southern portion of Site LPO046 was formally greenbelt land
and has now been re-classed as green field land. The National Planning Policy Framework para 83 requires
that 'exceptional circumstances' are demonstrated for land to be taken out of the greenbelt, but no such
circumstances have been put forward. The Local Plan Technical Paper states that the plan should utilise the
emerging National Policy in its approach to exceptional circumstances. Paragraph 136 of this policy states:
'‘Before concluding that exceptional circumstances exist to justify changes to green belt boundaries, the
strategic plan-making authority should have examined fully all other reasonable options for meeting its
identified need for development. This will be assessed through the examination of the plan, which will take
into account whether the strategy makes as much use as possible of suitable brownfield sites and
underutilised land'. There is a plot of land on a brownfield site with planning permission granted for 14
houses approximately 100 metres further down Heathy Lane from LP0046. After preparatory work clearing
and preparing the site nothing has been done here for 4 years. One wonders why. But when this land is
eventually built upon that will further increase congestion on Heathy Lane and Whitehill Road. No mention
of this is made in the plan so the conclusion this has not been taken into account is reasonable. The
presence of this existing site has a clear impact on LP0046, which was up to recently classified as greenbelt
land, but it is not mentioned. We consider site LPO046 is not consistent with current national policy
regarding reasonable alternatives and is therefore unsound. During the 2017 consultation, residents had
the opportunity to comment on the proposal to build 10 houses on the southern portion of LPO046. There
was concern from residents about the additional traffic impact on the local roads. However in the latest
plan the development has been extended to 25 houses with no opportunity for residents to voice their
concerns about this additional impact and indeed the consultation from the council has been so poor that
few residents knew about the recent changes to the plan. As we understand it, Yorkshire Water has not
been consulted about the adequacy of the local sewerage network. Should a developer not have access to
adjacent land or sufficient space for a sewage treatment plant, he would have to connect to the public
system. In the absence of a Yorkshire Water Report, the closest acceptable point to connect is unknown.
We raise this because we have been informed by local residents that the sewerage system is presently
operating at maximum capacity and is unlikely to accept waste from an additional 25 dwellings. Without
certainty about foul drainage, inclusion of this site is flawed and the plan is subsequently unsound.

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

Suggested Modifications:
Removal of sites that are clearly not viable for development. Remove all sites that have not been fully
assessed for environmental / ecological impact.

Additional Evidence Link: http://calderdale-consult.objective.co.uk/file/5075356http://calderdale-
consult.objective.co.uk/file/5075354http://calderdale-
consult.objective.co.uk/file/5075357http://calderdale-
consult.objective.co.uk/file/5075355
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Comment ID Lpp915 Site ref (if applicable): LP0046

Person ID: 1183647 Name: Julie Kerwin Organisation:
Agent ID: Name: Organisation:
Do you consider the plan to be Legally Compliant?: No

Legal Compliance Reason:
Partly greenbelt land.

Do you consider the plan to be Sound?: No

Sound Reason:
Building in this area would have a detrimental effect to the local wildlife, notably the bat population, which

use this area as part of their feeding space. The footpath running through is part of a local network, which
is important to daily living and recreation. Houses built on this site will add to congestion and pollution in
the area, further adding to traffic chaos in Heathy Lane and Whitehill Road.

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 Lpp966 Site ref (if applicable): LP0046

Person ID: 1183426 Name: DPP on behalf of Mr Kevin Organisation:
Whittam

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?: Yes

Sound Reason:
See attachement

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

Duty to Co-operate Reason:
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Suggested Modifications:

As the allocation is considered to be sound there is no modification to the allocation required. However,
reference to Access, the local wildlife and Grade Il listed building as site constraints should be removed
from the allocation. Reference to retaining boundary trees, 'where appropriate and possible' should also
be reflected in the site allocation text.

Additional Evidence Link: http://calderdale-consult.objective.co.uk/file/5076027

Comment ID Lpp997 Site ref (if applicable): LP0046
Person ID: 1130703 Name: Mrs Margaret Croker 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/5078847

Main Issues and Council Response

Legal Compliance
Main Issues:
Council's Response:

Test of Soundness
Main Issues:
1. Ecology - Impact on Local Wildlife Site, Wildlife Corridor and trees on periphery of site. Potential impact

on bats.

2. Heritage - Listed building in close proximity. HIA should be undertaken.
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3. Green Belt - Loss of Green Belt and lack of exceptional circumstances.

4, Site Access - Site access is unsuitable due to steep, narrow approach roads.
Local Road Network - Inadequate local road network, specifically congestion, road safety issues and on-
street parking.

5. Deliverability - Questions over deliverability due to availability of existing buildings and trees on site.
6. Contaminated land - Potential contaminated land and impact on site and surrounding area.

7. Infrastructure - Impact on local sewerage network.

8. Flooding - Impact of provision of SUDs on site capacity. Increase surface water flooding.

9. Rights of way - Potential loss of footpath running through the site.

Council's Response:

1. Yorkshire Wildlife Trust comment that the development of a large housing estate immediately adjacent
to the LWS/LNR may result in an increase in the recreational use of the site, resulting in increased
disturbance to wildlife, trampling of habitats and anti-social activities. The Trust advise that such impacts
are fully considered prior to the adoption of the allocation and that the development is master planned to
avoid impacts on the LWS and LNR. Due to the close proximity of the allocations all impacts of this
allocation should be considered in combination with LPO531.

A Preliminary Ecological Appraisal has been prepared on behalf of the landowner. The Council's
Conservation Section (Ecology) consider the site suitable for development subject to mitigation, including a
bat survey, retention of boundary trees, and provision of a stand off of a minimum of 10m from the LWS.

2. The purpose of the Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) is to inform the site allocation process of the Local
Plan. Through assessment of the significance of the historic environment, the likely impact of allocation on
affected heritage assets, both designated and non-designated, is identified and consideration given to
whether such impact can be mitigated.

The mitigation measures identified within the HIAs are recommendations to be considered by applicants
and Development Management case officers. At the time of a full application submission, applicants may
wish to submit a further HIA, which may make varying recommendations in terms of mitigation.

It is considered that to ‘require’ the mitigation measures included within the HIAs would be unnecessarily
prescriptive where in practice; other measures may achieve a similar result.

3. In terms of 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 Green Belt when all alternative sites were used.

Before concluding that exceptional circumstances exist to justify changes to Green Belt boundaries, the
Council has examined fully all other reasonable options for meeting its identified need for development.
Document EV 09 Exceptional Circumstances for the Release of Green Belt (2018) considers the process that
the Council has followed in relation to the potential need to release land from the Green Belt.

The proposed changes to the Calderdale Green Belt are clearly a last resort and have been minimised.
Furthermore, the boundary changes are essential to achieving a sustainable future for Calderdale — one
that reconciles economic, social and environmental sustainability.

4. Highways Development Management has commented that site access is achievable. Heathy Lane is
considered able to accommodate the development traffic, and access from Whitehill Road is technically
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feasible, although the exact location would need to consider the location of existing junctions.
It is considered that the impact on the local road network is acceptable with the necessary mitigations.

5. The site includes the existing properties to the north. The developer's agent has confirmed that
demolition of all the buildings is the likely outcome, but a final decision has not yet been made.

6. The Council's Environmental Health Team has commented that any development should be accompanied
by an appropriate Contaminated Land Assessment. Any mitigation measures identified will be implemented.

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 is a living document, updated on at least a yearly basis and includes a chapter on utility
provision.

8. The site is within Flood Risk Zone 1, and is suitable subject to consultation with the LPA/LLFA. The
Council's Flooding and Drainage Team has commented that capacity building of existing drainage network
and well planned site investigations are required. Surface water management and SUDs should also be
incorporated into any development proposed.

The provision of SUDs will have little or no impact on site capacity if designed effectively. The provision of
SUDs is a necessary mitigation measure.

9. Where sites contain public footpaths, schemes will be expected to incorporate this in their layout, or if

ultimately necessary, arrange for a suitable diversion.

Duty to Co-operate

Main Issues:
Council's Response:

Suggested Modifications

1. Boundary trees and species rich grassland should be retained. Preliminary Ecological Appraisal and
protected species surveys will be needed along with sensitive landscape schemes (including SuDS) and long
term management plans to ensure no fragmentation of CWHN and a net gain in biodiversity is achieved.

2. Removal of sites that are not clearly available for development within the lifetime of the Local Plan, and
replacement of these sites with others that are, of which many have been identified in the SHLAA process.

3. Reference to Access, the local wildlife and Grade Il listed building as site constraints should be removed

from the allocation. Reference to retaining boundary trees, where appropriate and possible should also be
reflected in the site allocation text.

Council's Response:
1. Noted and reflected in the reports required / site specific considerations fields.

2. The landowners have indicated that the land is available. Where the landowners have informed the

18



Council that the site is unavailable, it has not been allocated.

3. It is considered necessary to include such constraints in the site supporting information.

Site specific considerations are included in the appendix as supporting information to guide and inform
applicants and decision makers alike. For further information please refer to paragraph 1.1 of Appendix 1
Site Allocations - Supporting Information document.
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Document Section: LP0103 - New Housing Site - Halifax

Representations

Comment ID APX1007 Site ref (if applicable): LP0103
Person ID: 1183687 Name: Mrs Christine Akroyd 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:

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 APX1187 Site ref (if applicable): LP0103
Person ID: 1184026 Name: Mr Ralph Settle 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:

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

Suggested Modifications:

The area at Worley Green already has more houses, workshops old peoples homes ans only one green area
left in the area. The infrastructure cannot support any more housing. There are no shops only one bus
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services the entrance to the proposed site is a one way single traffic system. Parking for vehicles is already
conjested with parking taking pace on footways and curb sides. A further influx of houses and vehicles will
cause untold problems to the area. The proposal for so many houses in this area will change the nature of
the communities and put unsustainable pressure on the roads and local environment. It would seem that
the councils plan should be to regenerate and develop brown field sites of which there are plenty.

Additional Evidence Link:

Comment ID APX1188 Site ref (if applicable): LP0103
Person ID: 1184027 Name: Mrs Margaret Liddle 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:

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

Suggested Modifications:

The area at Worley Green already has more houses, workshops old peoples homes ans only one green area
left in the area. The infrastructure cannot support any more housing. There are no shops only one bus
services the entrance to the proposed site is a one way single traffic system. Parking for vehicles is already
conjested with parking taking pace on footways and curb sides. A further influx of houses and vehicles will
cause untold problems to the area. The proposal for so many houses in this area will change the nature of
the communities and put unsustainable pressure on the roads and local environment. It would seem that
the councils plan should be to regenerate and develop brown field sites of which there are plenty.

Additional Evidence Link:

Comment ID APX1189 Site ref (if applicable): LP0103
Person ID: 1184031 Name: Mr James McGowan Organisation:
Agent ID: Name: Organisation:

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

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

Sound Reason:

The last tie the building permission was refused the independent inspector said it was the amenity and
recreated value to the local residents which mattered. The recreation area next to St Thomas village had
already been taken for building and there was not much green space left when walkers turn the corner and
take in the view of beacon hall and the landscape stretching as far as Holme Moss it lifts the spirit. | don't
think the plan Is sound. | worked hard last time my high town at 16 to lead the last petition and hoped the
matter was settled. As a battle of Britain (1948) I'm afraid | haven't enough energy left to fight them on the
beaches. W.Churchill.

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 APX1190 Site ref (if applicable): LP0103
Person ID: 1184036 Name: Mrs Hazel Metcalfe 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:

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

Suggested Modifications:

1) Designated as open space, urban 2) Designated as a wildlife corridor 3) High way safety on Horley Green
4) Road Access 5) Previous planning decision was rejected for those reasons and are still applicable 6)Loss
of amenities 7) Infrastructure, Doctors, schools, shops. In my opinion | consider the plan unsound 8) Loss of
green space for children to play in safety

Additional Evidence Link:

Comment ID APX1191 Site ref (if applicable): LP0103

Person ID: 1184038 Name: Miss Jacqueline Throp Organisation:
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Agent ID: Name: Organisation:
Do you consider the plan to be Legally Compliant?: Yes

Legal Compliance Reason:

Do you consider the plan to be Sound?: No

Sound Reason:

Objection reasons :- 1) The green is designated open urban space. 2) Wildlife is often seen on the green.
Deer, foxes and squirrels are often seen running over this open space. 3) Extra housing on the green would
cause the highway in the area to be unsafe and busy. 4) Road access would be unsafe to extra cars and
vans as this is a one way system. 5) Previous planning decision was rejected the reason are still applicable.
6) The building of dwellings on this green would be a loss of play space for the children, dog walking area. It
is a very social green and open space for everyone in this area as well as providing a space for exercise for
the area. 7) An extra 44 dwellings would put pressure on the 3 schools (Salter lee primary, Akroydon
primary academy and St Josephs primary.) In this area the doctors would also be put under pressure to find
spaces for these extra patients. In my opinion | consider the plan to build on the green unsound.

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 APX1192 Site ref (if applicable): LP0103
Person ID: 1184040 Name: Mr Alan Horsfall Organisation:
Agent ID: Name: Organisation:

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

Legal Compliance Reason:
This site is used by the community. The access is poor the road around site are narrow and congestion will
cause traffic problems.

Do you consider the plan to be Sound?: No

Sound Reason:

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

Suggested Modifications:
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Additional Evidence Link:

Comment ID APX1193 Site ref (if applicable): LP0103
Person ID: 1184043 Name: Mrs Maureen Lumsden Organisation:
Agent ID: Name: Organisation:

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

Legal Compliance Reason:

Reasons for objection The green is an open urban space wildlife is often seen on the green foxes, squirrels,
deer and duck bring there ducklings Many birds are fed there by people who walk their dogs. Road access
would be very unsafe by extra cars and vans this is a one way system previous planning was reflected the
reasons are still applicable.

Do you consider the plan to be Sound?: No

Sound Reason:

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

Suggested Modifications:

The building on the green would be a great loss. Play space, dog walking, people meet for chats its a very
social green. The building of the dwellings would put pressure on schools. The doctors would also feel the
pressure. It is my opinion it would be unsound to build on the green.

Additional Evidence Link:

Comment ID APX1194 Site ref (if applicable): LP0103
Person ID: 1184044 Name: Mrs Marion Bickerdyke 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 should be left for people to enjoy. IE, children & people walking dogs. 44 houses will mean 44+
cars which will cause much congestion. There will also be much pressure on local schools & doctors which
already are over subscribed, parents cant get their children into their chosen school and local doctors are
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taking no ore patients.

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 APX1195 Site ref (if applicable): LP0103
Person ID: 1184045 Name: Mr Barrie Shaw 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:

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

Suggested Modifications:

1) This already densely populated area already served by a one way system does not need any more traffic.
2) I do not believe there are enough schools ot shops to uphold the housing scheme. 3) It should be left as
it is because of the views & local people use it regularly as a recreational ground

Additional Evidence Link:

Comment ID APX1196 Site ref (if applicable): LP0103
Person ID: 1184049 Name: Mr Gavin Wootton 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:
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| would like to object to the development on Horley Green. | believe the plan is unsound. The green should
be left as it is for the local community to enjoy. The extra pressure on schools, doctors, etc will be too great
for the area to withstand. Access is also a problem with extra traffic the roads will become unsafe. Please
leave our green as it is.

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 APX1197 Site ref (if applicable): LP0103
Person ID: 1184050 Name: Mrs Shirley Cockroft 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:

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

Suggested Modifications:

Objections reasons 1) Designated as open space urban 2) Designated as a wildlife corridor 3) Highway
Safety 4) Road Access 5) Previous planning decision was rejected those reasons are still applicable. 6) Loss
of amenities 7) Infrastructure, doctors, schools, in my opinion | consider the plan unsound

Additional Evidence Link:

Comment ID APX1198 Site ref (if applicable): LP0103
Person ID: 1184055 Name: Miss J White Organisation:
Agent ID: Name: Organisation:

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

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

Sound Reason:

| would like to object to the development on Horley Green. | believe the plan is unsound. Its designated as
an open space. Its designated as a wildlife corridor. Road access is poor. Loss of playing recreational area
for children. Highway safety would be an issue. Schools and doctors are over subscribed. We want our
green as it is now for the community!

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 APX1199 Site ref (if applicable): LP0103
Person ID: 1184064 Name: Mr Stuart Hanson 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:

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

Suggested Modifications:

Much as | appreciate we need more local housing | do not feel this is an appropriate site. Access to this sire
will make the roads round here really busy. It is confusing enough with the one way system and the
proposed site is the only level play area around for children. Previous planning applications were rejected
and these points raised are still applicable.

Additional Evidence Link:

Comment ID APX1200 Site ref (if applicable): LP0103
Person ID: 1184068 Name: Mrs Lynne Bray Organisation:
Agent ID: Name: Organisation:
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Do you consider the plan to be Legally Compliant?: Yes
Legal Compliance Reason:

Do you consider the plan to be Sound?: No

Sound Reason:

There is a highway safety issue here - one way traffic round Horley Green area its a route road for the
infant children who walk to school with there parents. Access to the said site, well you would have to have

helicopters to drop bricks off etc., the site entrances would not work, the coming and goings of site traffic
on a bus route are narrow road and would be chaotic.

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

Duty to Co-operate Reason:

Suggested Modifications:

This area is about wildlife, also families of ducks come on to the green (from Shibden) They have done for
years, open your curtains early morning there s a deer on the green, lots of birds, play area for the kids,
youths play football People just walk on the green, meet other people for a chat. the elderly walk around
with carers. Planning was previously (years ago) was put forward, land was tested. Planning was rejected ,
look back in your files we have had enough houses recently built in the area some of which are stood
empty at the moment. Those were not wanted either via councillors and public, but you didn't listen. Our
area cannot stand anymore houses. We are full of up, the roads are and were wrecked due to heavy plant
and more pollution leave our last little bit of green, green for everyone to enjoy. Go and build your houses
on manor heath, you will get 3x as many as what will go on our green space. There is no difference
between our green area and manor heaths except who actually lives there. Your plan for houses on our
green is unsound. By the way why do we need thousands of houses who are they all for.

Additional Evidence Link:

Comment ID APX1250 Site ref (if applicable): LP0103
Person ID: 1186337 Name: Mrs Rosemary Balmforth 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:

1. Designated as an Open Space Urban. 2. Designated as a Wildlife Corridor. 3. The safety in Horley Green
will be impaired with another forty two or even eighty four cars. 4. It is a one way system. 5. Plan Permition
was rejected and these reasons are still applicable. 6. Lack of amenities. 7. Infrastructure Doctors & Schools
8. It will be unsafe with all that traffic going through a small village like ours ant Claremount. There are
enough Houses in the area There doesn't need to be anymore.
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Do you consider that the plan complies with the Duty to Co-operate?: Yes
Duty to Co-operate Reason:
Suggested Modifications:

Additional Evidence Link:

Comment ID APX717 Site ref (if applicable): LP0103
Person ID: 1183135 Name: Mrs Adrienne Roy 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 area is already designated as an open urban space. The area has previously been designated as a
wildlife corridor. Previous planning approvals which included safe parking areas have been abused and
serious highway safety issues already exist. Road access is extremely limited with a one way system. A
previous planning applications have been rejected and the same reasons still apply. Reduced areas of local
amenities. The new properties would cause an increased burden on local amenities such as schools,
doctors etc. which are already over stretched.

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

Suggested Modifications:
In my opinion | consider the plan to be unsound and would like to object formally.

Additional Evidence Link:

Comment ID APX748 Site ref (if applicable): LP0103
Person ID: 1183192 Name: Mrs Gillian Sutcliffe 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
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Sound Reason:

| object to the planned development of the land at Horley Green for the following reasons:- The
development of the site would have negative impact on the local neighbourhood social structure as | feel
the surrounding area is full to capacity. This proposal is an erosion of green field and green belt land
denying the local community access to open green space, having a negative impact on the existing
community who use the land for social and pleasure purposes. The land is a diverse environment for
wildlife such as migrating birds and other indigenous animals such as mammals, insects etc. It forms a
natural wildlife corridor which if developed would reduce the already endangered wildlife population. Any
increase in traffic in the area would have a negative impact on the health of the local population as
emissions from traffic is already a public health issue and this development would only exacerbate the
problem. The road system within the Claremount area is unsuitable for further development such as
proposed and in this location. Any traffic from this development would need to use the one way system
through Horley Green and Claremount to enter and exit the site. Also access to and from Claremount is
limited and difficult. The slip road to the east via Claremount Road onto the A58 is one way and is very
dangerous to exit. The slip road to the west onto the A58 towards Halifax town centre is treacherous as
traffic exiting need to negotiate several lanes of fast moving vehicles. Claremount Road is a well build up
thoroughfare with 20 mph limits which is generally ignored making this an unpredictable and busy B Road
through Claremount village and is unsuitable for any further traffic use. With other sites in the local area
being developed, pressure on local services and infrastructure would be untenable. Schools, Doctors,
Shops, Emergency Services in Calderdale are at present at full capacity, not to mention Council Services
which due to austerity and cut backs over the past few years would not be able to serve the population of
Claremount and Calderdale to the best of its ability. All this new development in this Ward would therefore
have a negative effect on said local services, which are stretched to the limits and would push them to
breaking point. This site has already had sinkhole's open up as past development dating back some
several decades, now demolished, left unfilled cellars that are now collapsing making the site unsafe for
future development. With the uncertainty of Brexit and any impact this would have on migration, this
development is an over exaggeration of the needs of the future population of Claremount and Calderdale
and therefore | feel this space would be better served as open Green space for the health and wellbeing of
the community of Claremount.

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 APX786 Site ref (if applicable): LP0103
Person ID: 1182486 Name: Mr Garry Speight Organisation:
Agent ID: Name: Organisation:

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

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

Sound Reason:

We believe the proposed development would be detrimental to local residents (especially children) who
use this open green space for recreational purposes. We have already lost open green space in this area
with a housing development on Bell Street. There is no shortage of available housing in the locality, new
houses have already been built on the nearby Belgrave Close/Belgrave Avenue. Some of these are still
unoccupied. New houses are also currently being built on Horley Green Road adjacent to Lower Horley
Green Farm. Additionally, there is another development for new housing in Claremount at the old Titan
Engineering site. The existing road system in the area would be inadequate for the amount of traffic. Part
of Horley Green Road is a narrow one way road which would result in traffic leaving the development
through the existing housing estate. The increased traffic would cause safety concerns. A proposed
previous scheme to develop on this land was turned down and the same reasons should still apply.

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 APX787 Site ref (if applicable): LP0103
Person ID: 1183430 Name: Mr Darrell Nicholas Organisation:
Agent ID: Name: Organisation:

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

Sound Reason:
This site is desperately needed as a recreation area as this is the only one in the Belgrave area. Road access

to and from is already appalling on the Belgrave Estate with only ONE EXIT from the estate Previous
planning have been rejected because of poor access which remains the same. All estate traffic leaving the
area pass along Belgave Avenue which is already far too busy even at off peak times. New properties would
be an increased burden on the local amenities. | would like to formally object to this planning application.
Do you consider that the plan complies with the Duty to Co-operate?:

Duty to Co-operate Reason:

Suggested Modifications:

Additional Evidence Link:
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Comment ID APX861 Site ref (if applicable): LP0103

Person ID: 1183508 Name: Mrs Giovanna Sutcliffe 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:

Dear Sirs, With regards to the above application, | would like to lodge a formal objection to the proposed
development of 44 houses on the open space at Horley Green. Our Concerns are as followed: - 1. | believe
this proposed development would have a detrimental effect to our community. We need a safe, accessible
open space that reflect current and future needs and support the community's health, social and cultural
well-being. This proposal does not meet the development needs of the area and would have an adverse
impact significantly and demonstrably out weighing the benefits. There is no shortage of housing stock in
the area. At this present moment there are 118 houses at different values for sale within a 1-mile radius of
the site. Planning has already been passed to develop 49 houses on site Ref No: LP1609 on Claremount Rd.
So why do we need more houses! 2. The extra burden to schools, doctors and local amenities will be
immense adding extra pressure on the currently over stretched infrastructure. We want to be able to enjoy
the open space at Horley Green with our families that has been a part of the village for generations.
Development will spoil the features that are treasured by the local residents. 3. The site provides a haven
for migrating birds and is a biodiverse environment for insects, mammals such as hedgehogs, which are in
decline. The council has a duty to contribute to protecting and enhancing our natural environment 4. Noise
and disturbance resulting from extra properties would also have a detrimental effect on the
neighbourhood. 5. Road access to the proposed site would cause so many issues, using a one-way system
would mean extra vehicles would have to travel through the already densely populated village of
Claremount and Horley Green, making safety an issue for road users, pedestrians and residents of the area.
6. The only people who will invest in our village are the developers who will soon move on to other
profitable locations, leaving the residents with an unsustainable reality for the future. 7. Previous planning
decisions rejected the proposed development on this site and those reasons are still applicable and should
be taken into consideration now. In my opinion | consider the plan unsound.

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 APX866 Site ref (if applicable): LP0103
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Person ID: 1183512 Name: mr Glen Sutcliffe 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:

Dear Sirs, | would like to object to the proposed development, of 44 houses on the open space at Horley
Green. In my opinion | believe the plan unsound. 1. The site is designated as an open space and
development would have a detrimental impact on the local community. This area has a huge amenity value
and is well kept and treasured by the local people. It brings the community together and we need this safe
area for our families to use. 2. Highway safety would be an issue as access would be difficult having to use
a one way flow system through an existing densely populated housing estate to access the local highway
network. 3. The extra burden to schools, doctors and local amenities would be immense adding extra
pressure to the currently over stretched infrastructure. 4. The site is designated as a wild life corridor for
migrating birds. The council has a duty to contribute to protecting and enhancing our natural environment.
5. Previous planning decisions rejected the proposed development on this site and those reasons are still
applicable and should be taken into consideration now. The councils safer, cleaner, greener team has
stated that this site should remain as an open space due to lack of other suitable facilities in the area. WE
NEED OUR OPEN GREEN SPACE!

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 Lpp1130 Site ref (if applicable): LP0103
Person ID: 1184915 Name: Mr Kevin Halliday 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:

Designated as Open Space Urban Designated as a Wildlife Corridor Highway safety Road Access Previous
planning decision was rejected, those reasons are still applicable Loss of amenities Infrastructure, doctors,
schools. Recreational. In my opinion also consider the Plan unsound.
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Do you consider that the plan complies with the Duty to Co-operate?: Yes
Duty to Co-operate Reason:
Suggested Modifications:

Additional Evidence Link:

Comment ID Lpp292 Site ref (if applicable): LP0103
Person ID: 1182700 Name: mr David CLARKSON Organisation:
Agent ID: Name: Organisation:

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

Legal Compliance Reason:

we have the local farm up tuner lane due to planning on bell street were a large number of house were
build this had a great impact us getting Deliverys to farm so we now have to unload on this field and
transport up to farm in small loads | would like to expressed that this would make my farm not viable and
have a great impact on us being able to farm is this area .

Do you consider the plan to be Sound?: No

Sound Reason:

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 Lpp363 Site ref (if applicable): LP0103
Person ID: 1182700 Name: mr David CLARKSON 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:
We object to the development of this site as it will be a serious detriment to my farming business. Since
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the housing estate has been built on Bell Street we have had no alternative but to unload produce on this
green field site and take it to the farm in small loads. There is no other available site in the area.
Furthermore we are at the end of the water mains supply and the water pressure is very low. Any more
demand on the water supply would have a serious effect on my business.

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 Lpp527 Site ref (if applicable): LP0103
Person ID: 1183350 Name: Mr Adam 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?: No

Sound Reason:

| write in reference to LP0103. The land at Horley Green Road is on of the few Green sites remaining close
to Belgrave Estate. The access to this site would be through the estate which already has a high amount of
cars and usage due to the number of properties in the area. The land also provides space for walking,
children playing and wildlife- the roads already see numerous cars parking on the pavement to ensure
vehicles including other cars, buses and emergency vehicles room to pass. Local schools are already heavily
subscribed and the building of 44+ houses would increase this number. It is also likely the majority of
households would have at least one car.

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 Lpp567 Site ref (if applicable): LP0103
Person ID: 1183443 Name: Mr Tyrone Fletcher Organisation:
Agent ID: Name: Organisation:
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Do you consider the plan to be Legally Compliant?: Yes
Legal Compliance Reason:
Do you consider the plan to be Sound?: No

Sound Reason:

| write in reference to the Calderdale draft plan. Section 9 LP0103 | believe the plan is not sound due to a
number of reasons as follows; 1 roads aren't built for such heavy traffic (they are not wide enough in the
area and cars also park on the road side making manouvering along the road even more difficult) 2 there
isn't enough parking for the small number of cars already in the area (cars are now parking on the
pavements along the bus route, making it very difficult to get in or out of the area) 3 it will spoil the only
green space in the immediate vicinity 4 we have a poor bus service which will only be made worse by
number of cars on road sides and number of people attempting to use it 5 there aren't enough amenities
in the immediate area to support even more housing 6 If plans were approved to build any houses they
should be larger housing as the area lacks 4/5 bed houses and already has a wealth of 2/3 bedroom houses

of which are already affordable.
Do you consider that the plan complies with the Duty to Co-operate?: Yes
Duty to Co-operate Reason:

Suggested Modifications:
Amenities need to be in place prior to any further building in the area. Doctors surgeries, schools, shops

etc. Are either full or too far away.

Additional Evidence Link:

Main Issues and Council Response

Legal Compliance

Main Issues:
Council's Response:

Test of Soundness

Main Issues:
1. Local road network - Inadequate local road network, specifically congestion, poor quality of roads, on

street parking, road safety.
Site access - Site access unsafe (one way system).

2. Infrastructure - Lack of / pressure on existing amenities, services and facilities in the local area, e.g.
schools, shops, doctors, pharmacies, dentists, bus services, water supply.

3. Open Space - Loss of well used open space, last in the village. Open space elsewhere more appropriate.

36



4. Ecology - Impact on wildlife and Wildlife Corridor.

5. Loss of greenfield land.

6. Noise and air pollution - Increase in traffic and other development related impacts.
7. Land stability - sinkholes in the area.

8. Housing need - questions over need for housing locally, empty properties within close proximity to the
site.

Council's Response:

1. The Highways Development Management Team has commented that access off Horley Green Road to
east of the site would be a preferred arrangement. With the necessary reports required (Transport
Statement) and mitigation measures in place, the impact on the local road network is likely to be
acceptable in highway terms.

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 IDP is a living document, updated on at least a yearly basis. There are chapters dedicated to
education, healthcare, transport and utilities.

3. The Safer, Cleaner, Greener Team has been consulted as the site contains Amenity Greenspace. It is
considered that if the site were to be developed, either open space for informal recreation or allotments
should be created on part of the site, or the quality of Horley Green Recreation Ground enhanced.

4. West Yorkshire Ecology has commented that the site provides a haven for migrating birds and is a
biodiverse environment for insects and mammals, such as hedgehogs, which are in decline. The site is
acceptable subject to mitigation which will require the planting of species rich native hedgerows on all
boundaries.

5. 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 Green Belt when all alternative sites were used.

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

6. In terms of air quality, the service comments that due to the proximity of the Stump Cross AQMA (No.5)
and the outcome of air pollution monitoring on the A58 at New Bank and Godley Lane, mitigation would be
appropriate to address air quality impacts. Air quality and the impact of additional road traffic taken
cumulatively with other local developments would need to be considered as would the impact of road
traffic emissions on the residential development itself. These would not be expected to be significant, and
no breach of the air quality objectives for nitrogen dioxide and particulate matter is expected on site. West
Yorkshire Low Emission Strategy has been adopted by the Council. This gives guidance on good practice for
mitigating air quality impacts and should be utilised to mitigate the risk.

7. The site is not located in an area of designated unstable land. However, if evidence comes to light
demonstrating land stability issues at the site, a Land Stability Report will be required at the planning
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application stage.

8. The level of housing need in Calderdale has been derived using the Government's standard housing
methodology, and used the most recent datasets published by the Office of National Statistics in 2016. The
Plan will meet the housing need of the Borough for a period of 15 years. The Plan period is therefore
2018/19 - 2032/33. As the most up to date figures relating to the affordability factor were being used, these
take into account any under supply over recent years.

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).

Duty to Co-operate

Main Issues:
Council's Response:

Suggested Modifications

Council's Response:

38



Document Section: LP0261 - New Housing Site - Halifax

Representations

Comment ID APX1232 Site ref (if applicable): LP0261

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 Lpp1289 Site ref (if applicable): LP0261

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 public owned greenspace in current use within a high
density residential area. We question the loss of this greenspace. The Housing Technical Paper suggests a
delivery from year 6 (2023)
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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 Lppl344 Site ref (if applicable): LP0261

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 public owned greenspace in current use within a high
density residential area. We question the loss of this greenspace. The Housing Technical Paper suggests a
delivery from year 6 (2023)

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. Open Space - loss of open space.

Vo USR] | I . N
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councir's response:

1. The Council's Safer Cleaner Greener Section have said any loss of open space would need to be replaced.
Specifically, they have stated that since there are no parks or gardens within the catchment of this site, any
development should include a local park.

Duty to Co-operate

Main Issues:
Council's Response:

Suggested Modifications

Council's Response:
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Document Section: LP0353 - New Housing Site - Halifax

Representations

Comment ID APX1233 Site ref (if applicable): LP0353

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 APX4 Site ref (if applicable): LP0353
Person ID: 1176535 Name: Mr Chris Thornton 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:

This is not a acceptable site for housing, It is a former play area and should be left as such so that the
children of the area have some green space to play in. The doctors surgery is over subcribed as it is, the
increase in traffic will not be acceptable and the snicket between the site and Cromwell Close will be come
aratrun.
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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 Lpp1290

Person ID: 1185592 Name: Yorkshire Housing

Agent ID: 1185594 Name: Mr Mark Johnson

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

Sound Reason:

Site ref (if applicable): LP0353

Organisation: Yorkshire Housing

Organisation: Managing Director Johnson
Mowat

See attachment for context of comments: Again, this is public owned accessible greenspace in current use,
(including a playground). We question the loss of this greenspace. The Housing Technical Paper suggests a

delivery in year 4 (2021)

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 Lppl346

Person ID: 1129942 Name: Norah Smith

Agent ID: 1185594 Name: Mr Mark Johnson

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

Sound Reason:
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See attachment for context of comments: Again, this is public owned accessible greenspace in current use,
(including a playground). We question the loss of this greenspace. The Housing Technical Paper suggests a
delivery in year 4 (2021)

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. Open Space - loss of open space.

2. Infrastructure - Lack of / pressure on existing amenities, services and facilities in the local area, e.g.
doctors

3. Local Road Network - Inadequate local road network, specifically congestion.

Council's Response:

1. The site is currently grassland and concrete areas where play equipment once stood. The Open Space
Study has recommended that planning permission should be sought for use of the land as a housing site.
The Council's Safer, Cleaner, Greener service has stated that there are other amenity green space sites of a
similar size in the area, however there are no allotments or parks and gardens. They go on to state that if
the site is developed, a community garden/allotment should be included in the scheme. However, the site
is only 0.33ha and the site is considered too small to provide allotments as part of the development
scheme. The service has also committed to ownership and maintenance of agreed replacement open space
provision.

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 IDP is a living document, updated on at least a yearly basis. The document includes a
chapter on healthcare provision.

3. Highways Development Management has commented that the site could be accessed from Fairfax
Crescent with a priority junction either forming a cul de sac or one-way system with entry (between No. 87
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and 93) and separate exit (between 99 and 105) onto Fairfax Crescent. The impact of development on the
local road network is considered acceptable with the appropriate mitigation. A Transport Statement would
also be required with any forthcoming submission.

Duty to Co-operate

Main Issues:
Council's Response:

Suggested Modifications

Council's Response:
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Document Section: LP0397 - New Housing Site - Halifax

Representations

Comment ID APX1043 Site ref (if applicable): LP0397
Person ID: 1183957 Name: Miss Ruby Frith 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:

Infrastructure The proposed planning to construct 10 new properties on the old allotment site Daisy Bank
is absurd. The new properties wanting to be built would be accessed down a single dirt track, this will lead
to issues with emergency services as no large vehicles such as fire engines would be able to access the
land. Moreover, being a single lane track there is no where for cars to pass which would lead to constant
traffic and reversing up and down the track, polluting the local community with unnecessary noise. The
current owners at Daisy Bank have to wheel their dustbins to the end of the track for their rubbish to be
collected as it is impossible for a bin lorry to fit. This than leads to concerns if there were 10 dustbins at the
end of the track (excluding recycling bins), the track itself would become blocked. This as well as an
additional 25-30 cars from new residents, is unfeasible. As the track is 9 feet wide at its narrowest point
and it not being possible to widen the track due to private land and preservation orders on trees.
(89/000467/c and 97/01045/c), it is clear that the access to 10 new properties at Daisy Bank via Savile Park
Gardens is ludicrous. On a separate note, the land wanting to be developed is an old allotment space
currently home to many species of wild life. Surely Calderdale are wanting to preserve their green space,
already being much lower than other Local Authorities in England and England's average green space being
27.1% lower than other EU countries. | hope you take the time to consider all reasons why it is not possible
to construct the new development at Daisy Bank.

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 APX1155 Site ref (if applicable): LP0397
Person ID: 1185034 Name: Mr Richard Hopkinson Organisation:
Agent ID: Name: Organisation:
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Do you consider the plan to be Legally Compliant?: Yes
Legal Compliance Reason:
Do you consider the plan to be Sound?: No

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

Suggested Modifications:

| object to the land being used as housing. The new housing would negatively affect the view from the
listed building, wainhouse tower. The new housing would also negatively affect the view from the adjacent
conservation area. The land needs to be re-designated as allotment gardens. The designation was lost & if
replaced will increase significantly the recreational amenity of the space & value to the local community.
The site, including the adjacent woodland needs an ecological appraisal - as per article 6 of the habitats
directive, European court of justice, 2014. The land and adjacent woodland is habitat to many species,
some of which are protected. The council has not computed this ecological survey and must do so before
making any decision. Failure to do so is in breach of article 6 of the habitats directive.

Additional Evidence Link:

Comment ID APX1157 Site ref (if applicable): LP0397
Person ID: 1185036 Name: Mrs Lisa Sutcliffe 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:

We agree to the designation of local green space as this will protect the trees & habitat of the local wildlife
and the living things in the woodland. In particular, the foxes that inhabit the woodland need to have their
habitat & living space protected, as the building of new housing development on the site will destroy the
living space for the foxes (including a rare black fox) and all other living creatures who are in situ in the
area. The privacy of neighbouring houses to the woodland would be lost & these houses/inhabitants would
not be able to enjoy the wildlife if the housing development was built.

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

Duty to Co-operate Reason:
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Suggested Modifications:

We consider the designation of the area ( that is being considered form a new housing development)
would be better served as being a local green space as this will protect the trees, and habitat of the
wildlife/living things in the woodland.

Additional Evidence Link:

Comment ID APX1158 Site ref (if applicable): LP0397
Person ID: 1136123 Name: Ms Carmel Mawer 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 APX1159 Site ref (if applicable): LP0397
Person ID: 1185034 Name: Mr Richard Hopkinson 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:
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Suggested Modifications:

There are many species of wildlife that live in daisy bank woods including, 2 red foxes, 1 black fox (seen
regularly over the last 5 years), badgers, hedgehogs, bats, (seen most nights/evenings flying to & from the
woods), owls (also heard many times) & many other species of birds. These species live in these woods &
need protecting. Many of the trees are long established & are in good health. The woods are adjacent to a
natural heritage site. The woods area (including central park & rothwell drive) is a constantly wet area of
land. The woodland is an essential source of keeping the water from becoming overly waterlogged.

Additional Evidence Link:

Comment ID APX1178 Site ref (if applicable): LP0397
Person ID: 1185068 Name: Mr Phillip Buckley 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:

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

Suggested Modifications:

New houses will have a negative effect on adjacent conservation area, view will be compromised as a
result. View from Wainhouse tower may also be a negative impact. The loss of diverse habitat will create a
negative and destructive effect on wild life in this area. Once gone, lost forever.

Additional Evidence Link:

Comment ID APX1180 Site ref (if applicable): LP0397
Person ID: 1131713 Name: Ms Elaine Wiggins 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:
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| object to the land being used as housing. 1)The new housing would negatively affect the view from the
listed building, Wainhouse tower 2) The new housing would negatively affect the view from the adjacent
conservation area 3) The land needs to be re-designated as allotment gardens. The designation was lost
and if replaced will increase significantly the recreational amenity of the space and value to the local
community 4) The site including the adjacent woodland needs an ecological appraisal as per article 6 of the
habitats directive, European court of justice 2014. The land and adjacent woodland is habitat to many
species, some of which are protected. The council has not completed this ecological survey and must do so
before making any decision. Failure to do so is in breach of the stated article.

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 APX1181 Site ref (if applicable): LP0397
Person ID: 1183474 Name: mr praveen betha Organisation:
Agent ID: Name: Organisation:

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

Sound Reason:

The plan will have a serious impact on the local environment. This is the only area near town which has
greenery around the houses with good views. Any other area near town is just a row of houses. This
proposed is going to set a wrong precedent. This land needs to be re-designated as allotment land. The
area is home to lots of species and some of which are protected. The cutting down of trees in the area
could lead to soil erosion and land slides in the area at the bottom of the woodlands. Let us look after out
green space, don't convert Calderdale into another London.

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

Suggested Modifications:

The plan need to incorporate concerns from local residents, protect the woodland, views and the local
habitats and make sure this is not used as a precedent to develop the rest of the woodland. The no. of
houses proposed should e reduced considerably to make this a sound proposal.

Additional Evidence Link:
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Comment ID APX1182 Site ref (if applicable): LP0397

Person ID: 1185036 Name: Mrs Lisa Sutcliffe 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:

We object to the land being used as housing for the following reasons- 1) The new housing would affect
negatively , the view from the listed building Wainhouse Tower. 2) The new housing will definitely affect
the adjacent conservation area. 3) The new housing will definitely affect and disturb wildlife who habitat
the space designated for the new housing build. 4) The site, including the adjacent woodland needs an
ecological appraisal as per articles and of the habitats directive, European court of justice 2014. The land
and adjacent woodland is habitat to many species, some of which are protected. The council has not
completed this ecological survey and most do so before making an decision failure to do so is in breach of
article 6 of the habitats directive. 5) The land needs to be re-designated as allotment gardens. The
designation was lost and if replaced, will increase recreational amenity, space value to the local community.

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

Duty to Co-operate Reason:

Suggested Modifications:

We do not believe for the reasons given in section 5, that the building of a new housing development is

sound in any way. We also believe that no modification to the local plan would make the plan sound. The
local green space woodland needs to remain to protect the trees to wildlife that currently inhabit this area.

Additional Evidence Link:

Comment ID APX1183 Site ref (if applicable): LP0397
Person ID: 1131614 Name: Mr Kevin Sutcliffe 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?:

Sound Reason:
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We object to the land being used as housing for the following reasons- 1) The new housing would affect
negatively , the view from the listed building Wainhouse Tower. 2) The new housing will definitely affect
the adjacent conservation area. 3) The new housing will definitely affect and disturb wildlife who habitat
the space designated for the new housing build. 4) The site, including the adjacent woodland needs an
ecological appraisal as per articles and of the habitats directive, European court of justice 2014. The land
and adjacent woodland is habitat to many species, some of which are protected. The council has not
completed this ecological survey and most do so before making an decision failure to do so is in breach of
article 6 of the habitats directive. 5) The land needs to be re-designated as allotment gardens. The
designation was lost and if replaced, will increase recreational amenity, space value to the local community.

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

Duty to Co-operate Reason:
Suggested Modifications:

Additional Evidence Link:

CommentID APX1184

Person ID: 1131614 Name: Mr Kevin Sutcliffe

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

Do you consider the plan to be Sound?:

Sound Reason:

Site ref (if applicable): LP0397

Organisation:

Organisation:

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

Duty to Co-operate Reason:
Suggested Modifications:

Additional Evidence Link:

CommentID APX1185

Person ID: 1131614 Name: Mr Kevin Sutcliffe

Agent ID: Name:

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

Site ref (if applicable): LP0397

Organisation:

Organisation:



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

Sound Reason:

We object to the land being used as housing for the following reasons- 1) The new housing would affect
negatively , the view from the listed building Wainhouse Tower. 2) The new housing will definitely affect
the adjacent conservation area. 3) The new housing will definitely affect and disturb wildlife who habitat
the space designated for the new housing build. 4) The site, including the adjacent woodland needs an
ecological appraisal as per articles and of the habitats directive, European court of justice 2014. The land
and adjacent woodland is habitat to many species, some of which are protected. The council has not
completed this ecological survey and most do so before making an decision failure to do so is in breach of
article 6 of the habitats directive. 5) The land needs to be re-designated as allotment gardens. The
designation was lost and if replaced, will increase recreational amenity, space value to the local community.

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

Duty to Co-operate Reason:

Suggested Modifications:

We do not believe for the reasons given in section 5, that the building of a new housing development is

sound in any way. We also believe that no modification to the local plan would make the plan sound. The
local green space woodland needs to remain to protect the trees to wildlife that currently inhabit this area.

Additional Evidence Link:

Comment ID APX1203 Site ref (if applicable): LP0397
Person ID: 1183191 Name: Dr Joanne Middleton 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:

Highways/Access - all possible access roads via savile park garden and Clover Hill are narrow and privately
owned. They are single track and unsuitable for emergency vehicles as well as builders, lorries and
everyday traffic. Policing of these access points would be impossible if another access was to be
established. Openspace - Allotments According to council polic, communal garden spaces such as these
allotments should be protected and not developed. The council should be promoting and encouraging the
use of this space as it was originally used and intended. Trees/wildlife - Trees should be protected
wherever possible - especially in a town with one of the lowest percentage of trees in the UK.
Development of this land would be disastrous to local wildlife.
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Do you consider that the plan complies with the Duty to Co-operate?: Yes
Duty to Co-operate Reason:

Suggested Modifications:
This plan is not at all sound.

Additional Evidence Link:

Comment ID APX1204 Site ref (if applicable): LP0397
Person ID: 1184068 Name: Mrs Lynne Bray 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:

Access is third party - possible access roads/tracks from Clover Hill and Savile park gardens are privately
owned and very narrow, unsuitable for builders lorries and everyday traffic. Allotment land - The councils
stated policy is to not allow development of allotment land. The at-present overgrowth land could easily
be converted back to allotments. Trees - None should be cut down - Calderdale has only 7% trees, one of
the lowest in the UK. Wildlife - The area is habitat of bats (a protected species) and the rare black fox. The
proposal has already been rejected by the secretary of state as unfeasible and not fit for purpose.

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

Suggested Modifications:
The plan is not at all sound.

Additional Evidence Link:

Comment ID APX1248 Site ref (if applicable): LP0397
Person ID: 1186322 Name: Mr Stephen Wiggins Organisation:
Agent ID: Name: Organisation:

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

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

Sound Reason:

| object to the land being used as housing. 1) The new housing would negatively affect the view from the
listed building - Wainhouse Tower. 2) The new housing would negatively affect the view from the adjacent
conservation area. 3) The land needs to be re-designated (returned to) allotment gardens. The designation
was lost and if reinstated, will significantly increase the recreational and visual amenity of the space and
value to the local (and wider) community. 4) The site (including the adjacent woodland) needs an
ecological appraisal - as per Article 6 of the Habitats Directive European Court of Justice 2014. The land and
adjacent woodland is habitat for many species some of which are protected. The Council has not
completed this survey and must do so before making any decision. Failure to do so is in breach of article 6
of the Habitat Directive.

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 APX1249 Site ref (if applicable): LP0397
Person ID: 1186331 Name: Mrs Susan Townend 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 land needs to be re-designated as allotment gardens. The designation was lost and if replaced will
increase significantly the recreational amenity of the space and value to the local community. The site
including the adjacent woodland needs an ecological appraisal - as per article 6 of the habitats directive,
European Court of Justice 2014. The land and adjacent woodland is habitat to many species some of which
are protected. The council has not completed this ecological survey and must do so before any decision is
made. Failure to do so is in breach of article 6 of the Habitats directive.

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

Suggested Modifications:
The site, including the adjacent woodland needs an ecological appraisal as per article 6 of the Habitats
directive, European Court of Justice 2014.
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Additional Evidence Link:

Comment ID APX1251 Site ref (if applicable): LP0397
Person ID: 1186346 Name: Mr Stuart Naylor Organisation:
Agent ID: Name: Organisation:

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

Do you consider the plan to be Sound?: No

Sound Reason:

THIS COMMENT WAS RECEIVED AFTER THE CLOSURE OF THE REPRESENTATION PERIOD. New housing
would have a negative effect on the view from the listed building, Wainhouse Tower. New housing would
affect negatively the view from the adjacent conservation area. The land needs to be re-designated as
allotment gardens. The designation was lost and if replaced will improve significantly the recreational
space and amenity and its value to the local community. This land and adjoining land is habitat to local
wildlife and should not be lost. There would be noise and light pollution to residents of Rothwell Drive if
houses were to be built. Privacy to residents of Rothwell Drive would be lost.

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

Duty to Co-operate Reason:

Suggested Modifications:

The new housing would affect the view from the listed building Wainhouse Tower. The new housing will
affect negatively the view from the adjacent conservation area. The land needs to be re-designated as
allotment gardens. The designation was lost and if replaced will increase significantly the recreational
amenity of the space and value to the local community. The site including the adjacent woodland needs an
ecological appraisal as per Article 6 of the European commission. The land and adjacent woodland is
habitat to many species, some of which are protected. the council has not completed this ecological

survey and must do so before making any decision. Failure to do so is in breach of Article 6 of the European
commission.

Additional Evidence Link:

Comment ID APX428 Site ref (if applicable): LP0397

Person ID: 1024937 Name: Mr lan Sanderson Organisation: Principal Archaeologist

West Yorks Archaeology
Advisory Service

Agent ID: Name: Organisation:

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

Sound Reason:

Need to add requirement for a Heritage Impact Assessment on Conservation Area, in Reports Required
section, to comply with the NPPF.

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

Suggested Modifications:
See above

Additional Evidence Link:

Comment ID APX492 Site ref (if applicable): LP0397
Person ID: 1182073 Name: Mr Will Carver 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:

Reports need to be made for the access arrangements to the proposed dwellings. The area is in a limited
access space and would create traffic and access problems to surrounding streets. It is unclear how traffic
would flow into the area. Both sides of the site would require an increase in busy traffic and create issues
on quiet town roads. The area is home to a myriad of wildlife including foxes, bats, owls, woodpeckers
and more. These need to be surveyed by the council and protected - bats are a protected species. they
live in the land adjacent to this site and as such would need to be safeguarded. There is strong feeling
about this space with over 800 local people signing a petition to support the conservation of the
greenpspace and wildlife in this area. The dwellings would have a negative visual impact on the area they
are next to which is designated as a conservation area. In winter the houses would overlook residents of
Rothwell Drive, Central Park, Savile Park Gardens and Clover Hill Road. Drainage and sewage are already
an issue in the local area with Yorkshire water having many unresolved issues in the surrounding streets -
e.g. Rothwell Drive. Building in this area would need access to out of date drainage and sewage. In
addition to this, green space would be lost which would result in the increased risk of flooding and land
slides - particularly an issue given the houses would be proposed to be built on a steep banking. Provision
would need to be made to support this banking and ensure that existing houses at the top of the bank do
not subside. Light spillage from Queen's tennis club would be an issue for the dwellings causing adverse
light pollution for those who would live there. There is a public footpath that has currently been closed
off - this pathway is marked on many historic maps and local residents have knowledge of using it. This
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public footpath s at the top of the proposed site. This must be retained as it is public right of way. The
land is next to the historic cat steps and these would need to be protected. In addition to this, there is no
other green space in this urban area. There is a demand for allotment gardens - this is in line with council
policy. the land should be redesigned as allotment gardens and benefit the local community. The council
are planning to designate the land below the proposed site as local green space. The land at the top of the
proposed site should be returned to use as allotment gardens. This would benefit the local community and
link the spaces together. There is a demand for community allotments in central Halifax.

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 APX502 Site ref (if applicable): LP0397
Person ID: 1182481 Name: Mrs Nicola Brennan 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 area being considered for building on is an area of open space safe for children to play on where they
can enjoy the various wildlife living there. If house were to be built upon the site the volume of traffic
accessing the site is only going to make matters worse around the Clover Hill Area. Parking and access is at
a maximum as it is already as members from the local Sports Club use the road to park as well as
residential parking and by using the Sports Club car park as planned access is going to make matters
relating to traffic even worse! Pollution levels will also increase. Wildlife in the area is going to be
destroyed. There are bats, woodpeckers, multiple varieties of birds, red foxes and even a rare black fox has
been sighted in the area. Surely it would be wrong to wipe out something with such rarity as a black fox?!
(The black fox was even reported in nationwide papers due to rarity). What also needs to be considered is
where will these people use as a doctors surgery? Rosegarth and The Boulevard surgery are already
struggling with the amount of patients they have. There is also a large problem with flooding in the area.
There is a natural spring situated at the top of Rothwell Drive which had houses built on top of the spring
and this has resulted in flooding in properties at the bottom of Rothwell Drive. Who's to say this wouldn't
happen if house were built on the allotments, especially with uprooting the trees which help in regulating
ground water? There are going to be so many losses here if the land is built on.

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

Duty to Co-operate Reason:
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Suggested Modifications:

Additional Evidence Link:

Comment ID APX505 Site ref (if applicable): LP0397
Person ID: 1182090 Name: Mr Andy Clarke Organisation:
Agent ID: Name: Organisation:

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

Do you consider the plan to be Sound?: No

Sound Reason:

This lane is inappropriate for any significant use or access to multiple dwellings; it is a rough narrow single
track lane with no passing places. The lane is accessed through a private road. The lane does not
accommodate access for any emergency vehicles or refuse collection There are 2 significant trees adjacent
to the lane which both have preservation orders. Any submissions of application to prune or fell these
trees will be objected to. | object to the development which would result in Halifax losing more green
space and part of its heritage. The Council has stated that there is concern that Calderdale is below the
national average for trees; this development would result in a further loss of woodland, trees and green
space. There is a need and demand for allotment space - which we are all going to need following Brexit.
This site was allotments for many years and it would be better environmentally, ecologically, economically
and socially, if it was returned to this use. | am concerned about the impact to the local community.
Residents have previously strongly objected to development on this site and local pressure resulted in the
Secretary of State rejecting plans. Residents have flagged to the Council that they have major concerns
around all the proposed access for this site. Added to the access issues we are concerned about local
infrastructure and noise pollution.

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 APX592 Site ref (if applicable): LP0397
Person ID: 1182820 Name: Mr Warren Sykes Organisation:
Agent ID: Name: Organisation:

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

Sound Reason:

Looking at the potential to build ten houses within this given area is a cause for concern specifically the
amount of cars that this site would attract. Because of the location of build we may presume that
interested parties to buy would be reasonably affluent, we are at base looking at say 10 cars. But it would
not be unreasonable to allocate say 2 car per household giving 20 cars for the house cluster. For arguments
sake lets say 15 cars as an average that would be located there. Then we come to access for the site both
entry and exit. If we located the last three houses being nearest Clover Hill road it would be logical to
provide access to it. Also, for those houses nearer the Villas the access would be out of Savile Park Gardens
to the main road. Equally of concern then is that if this connection joins both Clover Hill Road with access
up to Savile Park Road, it would establish a shortcut for all traffic ( ratrun) missing the Free School Lane
main traffic lights. The success of this area has been the fact that all access comes to a cul de sac, no
through road traffic. Otherwise we would immediately see a decline in the quality of life for the
established local residency. At present there is also established wildlife and mature trees, again keeping an
integrity to the area In view of this, the given area for approval does not lead to a suitable outcome for all

concerned

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 APX596 Site ref (if applicable): LP0397
Person ID: 1136358 Name: Ms Lynda Newton 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:

On studying the above plan | am concerned to note this includes a proposal to develop land at Daisy
Bank/Clover hill (LP0397) which has already been the subject of previous planning applications by the
landowners which have been objected to, rejected, appealed against and rejected ultimately by the
Secretary of State as being unfeasible and not fit for purpose. It seems to be incumbent on me to re-
iterate why this is still the case, based on the desired outcomes stated in the Calderdale Local Plan. The site
was originally allotment land and part of a much larger swathe of allotment land, 90% of which has now
been developed. Allotment use has been discouraged by the current owners and the site is now
overgrown. As allotment land is at a premium in Calderdale and more and more allotment sites have been
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developed, particularly in this area, it would have a negative effect to build further properties when the
area is already congested and infrastructure already insufficient. To reduce Calderdale's tree cover further
when it already stands at 7% should be unthinkable. To retain the land for allotments or to leave it to
revert to woodland would have a much more positive and less damaging effect on our local community,
maintaining and increasing tree cover (instead of the steady losses we have experienced over the last 20
years),and would be a better fit for the desired outcomes of the Local Plan. Access to the site is a major
problem and was one of the main reasons that previous applications failed. The landowners believe they
have two options to access the site and one of those options runs adjacent to my property over a private
road leading off Savile Park Gardens and then over a private unmade single track. There has been no
consultation with myself and my neighbours who jointly own both the road and the track. One of the
landowners has access only rights over the road and track until the track reaches the boundary of his
existing property. Our single unmade track is only 9ft wide in places and has no passing areas. There are
two mature trees growing at the side of the track, both of which have preservation orders. The trees are
home to a host of wildlife and there is underplanting of bluebells and wild plants along the verges. When
one of the landowners was building their own property, heavy plant was brought along the track and
regularly damaged one of the trees. Branches were removed by the landowner and his agents to allow
passage for construction traffic. It was this that led me to having a preservation order placed on the tree
as the landowner made it clear he wanted it removed to improve his access. The track at present serves
four properties, two of those with only occasional access, but still, since the property was built in 1999, the
drystone wall that forms the rear boundary to my property has been knocked down on 4 occasions by
larger vehicles attempting to access this track. It simply cannot accommodate larger vehicles and for
dustbin wagons, fire engines, ambulances etc. it is impossible. The landowners have to bring their bins up
to the private road to have it collected. To have a further ten bins blocking the road every week/fortnight
is going to be frustrating and a hazard. Parking and flow of traffic is already a problem and to
accommodate another ten dwellings and their attendant vehicles along a single track without a passing
space would be impossible. Ten additional households would also place an unacceptable burden on the
already groaning infrastructure in this area. We believe that any access required by developers which is
over 3 rd party land should be reasonable and negotiated and have agreement of the 3 rd party. This has
not been the case here although we believe that the owners of the other 3 rd party access option Queens
Sports Club have been contacted and visited by council officials in the past and that this access is currently
deemed problematic by the Planning Department because of its 3 rd party status. However there appears
to be no such concern about the other access. Indeed because the landowners have current access rights
for their existing property, the Council appear to have accepted the landowners of their property and
garden as part of the development site seemingly to circumvent similar problems with our access. As our
previous objections, concerns and rights as 3 rd party landowners have been ignored, our community has
had no choice but to take legal advice as we do not intend to allow developers /construction traffic over
our land. We oppose this development which is proving divisive in the short term and will be damaging to
our local community in the long term. On a general note | would like to state how dismayed we are as a
community that many of us have only discovered the proposed plan and machinations of the landowners
by word of mouth. This will have a huge impact on the number of objections made and will undoubtedly
benefit the landowners who have a financial advantage to be gained and the consequent commitment that
comes from this. Some have also been daunted and discouraged by the level of technical, legal and
administrative expertise required to lodge a comment. The fact that we have had to object multiple times
and previous applications have been refused at the highest levels and this still in the Local Plan is also
discouraging and again benefits the landowners. It has been hard not to interpret the above as a
determination on the part of Calderdale Council to allow development on this site and the only area up for
discussion seems to be the number of properties to be built - going from 26, to 15 and now reduced to 10.
| have felt overwhelmed, unsupported and ignored during this process except for one ad hoc local
councillors meeting last year when we were given an opportunity to air our concerns which were met with
understanding and concern.
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Do you consider that the plan complies with the Duty to Co-operate?: Yes
Duty to Co-operate Reason:
Suggested Modifications:

Additional Evidence Link:

Comment ID APX607 Site ref (if applicable): LP0397
Person ID: 1139667 Name: Mr and Mrs Alexander and Organisation:

Claire Tosh
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:

POLICY GN1 states;- Development proposals should ensure that: The Green Infrastructure function of the
land is retained and where possible improved; The opportunity is taken to extend and increase Green
Infrastructure by linking green spaces, filling in gaps in Green Infrastructure provision, and/or increasing
Species and Habitats of Principal Importance. | understand that the land was previously allotments and
there is still a demand locally for allotments. POLICY HW3 also states;- Promoting the role of communal
growing spaces including allotments, garden plots within developments, small scale agriculture and
farmers' markets in providing access to healthy, affordable, locally produced food options. Again, using this
ground for housing therefore goes against this policy, as it shows on local maps as previously being
allotments. POLICY IM7 also states;- Facilitate opportunities for local/community led food production
either through the provision of dedicated spaces such as allotments, growing space within dwelling
curtilages or food based communal landscaping.. Previously this ground was allotments so would suit to be
used again as this, to meet the requirements of this policy. Whilst previous planning applications may not
be admissible as a topic, planning for housing on the plot was turned down, after going all the way to the
Secretary of State. The lane access to the site from the west, through Savile Park Gardens is a narrow
mostly unmade single track lane, with no passing places. There are two mature trees at the side of the
lane, both with preservation orders on. Whilst the right of access is not denied, we believe that it applies to
the single dwelling at the end of the lane, that is now included in the revised area to be developed. This
indicates that the current owner believes the plot can be sold with an already existing right of access to the
proposed 10 new houses. We have sought legal advice on this and believe it not to be the case. Any
potential developer of the site would need to be aware of this conflict regarding access. | understand that
access via the Queens Sports Club car park is currently deemed problematic by the Planning Department
because of its 3rd party status. The houses that back onto the alternative proposed access lane are also
part owners of the lane and there has been no consultation with any of those homeowners. We believe
that the proposed development is proving upsetting in the short term and would be damaging in the long
term to the local community. The initial 2017 draft Local Plan received many objections to this
development; however it is still included in the 2018 version. The fact that development has gone from 26
houses to 10 could be construed to show that there has already been a de-facto agreement within the
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council that this development would be approved. Currently neither recycling collections nor refuse
collections have access down the lane as the vehicles simply can't fit. The bins and recycling have to be
brought to the head of the lane by the house owner for collection; this would be unacceptable should this
have to happen for 10 houses. If the lane is opened up, traffic would go from currently one or two vehicles
accessing the properties to perhaps as many as 20 vehicles accessing 10 properties. This would seriously
affect the nearby properties, particularly in terms of noise pollution. If the access is developed from the
east of the site, then this would create in effect a through road and thus would become impossible to
police access, with it potentially being used as a short cut. Again, there would be a consequential reduction
in air quality and an increase in noise. Who becomes liable for the upkeep of the lane should the
development be approved? As it currently stands, the local community who part own the lane would not
allow access or utilities to the lane. In the Local Plan, it states" | "2.10 Calderdale appears to be well-
wooded on first inspection with wooded valleys paralleling the main roads and railway. However
Calderdale only has about 7% tree cover, which is about half the national average, and a significant
contributory factor to the flooding issues which affect parts of the valley. Actions associated with "Slowing
the Flow" of water from the hills and moors into the valley include increasing tree cover to help reduce
flood risk."[learly, this development would substantially reduce tree cover that is already well below the
national average. There is a stated need above for "increasing tree cover to help reduce flood risk"End
given this development is in a critical drainage area, there would be an increased risk of flooding.

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 APX657 Site ref (if applicable): LP0397
Person ID: 1182593 Name: Mr R Masterson 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 access to the lane on the West side of this area is over none adopted land with poor drainage. It is
already congested with too many cars parked on Savile Park Gardens, many houses have had to build their
own off-street parking to allow them to park near their own home. The traffic flow would cause problems
with any additional housing and | would have concerns about local infrastructure and noise pollution. The
junction with Savile Park Villas is already dangerous as there is a blind spot from the lane and when traffic
comes out of Savile Park Villas. There have been 4 car related incidents with vehicles missing the lane and
damaging 4 different locations at 2 Savile Park Villas. Luckily no one was killed or badly injured, children do
play in this location. The width of the lane is not wide enough for anything more than a small car. There are
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no passing places and two trees with preservation orders. Not even a bin lorry can get access to 7a at the
bottom of the lane. If there were any houses built on the previous allotment area, the congestion and
facilitation for any basic council services would not be possible. | would strongly object to felling the trees
and | am sure many of my neighbours would as well. We do not currently have enough trees in Calderdale
and by removing more, this would have a negative impact on the environment. Many of the trees to the
North of the area would be taken down as well, reducing privacy and | am sure causing landslip and
erosion which we have experienced further west along the same latitude when other trees were taken out.
This area was allotments for many years and it would be better both environmentally and ecologically,
providing a community facility if it was returned to this use. There is a public footpath that has currently
been blocked off at both sides and local residents are now discouraged from using it. This public footpath
on the South side of the proposed site, should be reinstated and retained as it is a public right of way. The
land is next to the historic cat steps would need to be protected as well.

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 APX658 Site ref (if applicable): LP0397
Person ID: 1182593 Name: Mr R Masterson 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 access to the lane on the West side of this area is over none adopted land with poor drainage. It is
already congested with too many cars parked on Savile Park Gardens, many houses have had to build their
own off-street parking to allow them to park near their own home. The traffic flow would cause problems
with any additional housing and | would have concerns about local infrastructure and noise pollution. The
junction with Savile Park Villas is already dangerous as there is a blind spot from the lane and when traffic
comes out of Savile Park Villas. There have been 4 car related incidents with vehicles missing the lane and
damaging 4 different locations at 2 Savile Park Villas. Luckily no one was killed or badly injured, children do
play in this location. The width of the lane is not wide enough for anything more than a small car. There are
no passing places and two trees with preservation orders. Not even a bin lorry can get access to 7a at the
bottom of the lane. If there were any houses built on the previous allotment area, the congestion and
facilitation for any basic council services would not be possible. | would strongly object to felling the trees
and | am sure many of my neighbours would as well. We do not currently have enough trees in Calderdale
and by removing more, this would have a negative impact on the environment. Many of the trees to the
North of the area would be taken down as well, reducing privacy and | am sure causing landslip and
erosion which we have experienced further west along the same latitude when other trees were taken out.
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This area was allotments for many years and it would be better both environmentally and ecologically,
providing a community facility if it was returned to this use. There is a public footpath that has currently
been blocked off at both sides and local residents are now discouraged from using it. This public footpath
on the South side of the proposed site, should be reinstated and retained as it is a public right of way. The
land is next to the historic cat steps would need to be protected as well.

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 APX659 Site ref (if applicable): LP0397
Person ID: 1182073 Name: Mr Will Carver Organisation:
Agent ID: Name: Organisation:

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

Sound Reason:

| object to the land being used as housing. In addition to my other points i state the following additional
points: 1) The new housing would affect negatively the view from the listed building Wainhouse tower 2)
The new housing will affect negatively the view from the adjacent conservation area 3) The land needs to
be re-designated as allotment gardens. The designation was lost and if replaced will increase significantly
the recreational amenity of the space and value to the local community 4) The site, including the adjacent
woodland needs an ecological appraisal - as per article 6 of the habitats directive, European Court of
Justice, 2014. The land and adjacent woodland is habitat to many species, some of which are protected.
The council has not completed this ecological survey and must do so before making any decision. Failure to
do sois in breach of article 6 of the Habitats directive, and failure to protect the species habitat is also in
breach of article 6, which states "Site designation and management measures: aimed at conserving core
areas for those species listed in Annex | (and regularly occurring migratory species) of the Birds Directive
and Annex Il of the Habitats Directive as well as habitat types listed in Annex | of the Habitats Directive; -
Species protection provisions: to establish a general system of strict protection for all wild bird species in
the EU and for other endangered and valuable species listed in Annex IV of the Habitats Directive, as well
as take specific measures towards selected species from Annex V of the latter. These measures apply
across the species I®ntire natural range and therefore both inside and outside protected sites

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

Duty to Co-operate Reason:
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Suggested Modifications:

Additional Evidence Link:

Comment ID APX670 Site ref (if applicable): LP0397
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:

This site adjoins the boundary of Savile Park Conservation Area. The Heritage Impact Assessment
considered that development could affect the setting of the Conservation Area and important views
through it, particularly if of a large scale and sited immediately adjacent to its boundaries. Historic England
would concur with that analysis and with the assessment of the degree of harm that the development of
this site would be likely to cause. Historic England would also endorse the mitigation measures which have
been put forward in the Heritage Impact Assessment and considers that these are likely to be effective in
reducing the harm to the level indicated. However, in order to reduce the potential harm to that level, the
mitigation measures which the Heritage Impact Assessment has put forward need to be implemented as
part of any future development proposals for this area. Unfortunately, as worded, all a potential developer
has to do is to'consider' the recommendations that have been put forward in the Heritage Impact
Assessment. There is no requirement, at all, for them to actually design a scheme with takes account of,
and puts into effect, the recommended mitigation measures. Moreover, there are several of the
recommended mitigation measures set out in the Heritage Impact Assessment which also need to be
included in the Site Specific Considerations if the potential harm to the historic environment is to be
reduced to the level identified. Therefore, as currently worded, the Site Specific Consideration insofar as it
relates to the historic environment is Unsound as it is not likely to be effective.

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

Duty to Co-operate Reason:

Suggested Modifications:

Site LP0397:- (a) Amend the third Site Specific Consideration to read:- "Implementation of the mitigation
measures set out in the Heritage Impact Assessment"[ (b) Add the following additional Site Specific
Consideration:- "Retention and restoration of the stone boundary wall along the east of the site and the
stone setts"@ (c) Amend the extent of the Indicative Developable Area to exclude the area identified on
the Heritage Impact Assessment as being of'High Sensitivity'.

Additional Evidence Link:
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Comment ID APX699 Site ref (if applicable): LP0397

Person ID: 1139667 Name: Mr and Mrs Alexander and Organisation:
Claire Tosh

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:

Access The access to this site is not sound. Third party ownership affects both the east and west possible
access points. The single lane at the west point is jointly owned by residents backing on to the lane, as one
of the members of this community | have worked with neighbours to ascertain the legal position and |
understand that there is right of access over the lane. However, this right of access is to 7a Savile Park
Gardens and the residents who part own the lane will work together to prevent any other access. The
west access is via a single, narrow and rough track, there are no passing places rendering the lane
inaccessible for emergency vehicles, refuse / recycling vehicles and heavy construction vehicles. It should
also be noted that access to the narrow lane is made via a private road. Local residents have previously
voiced concern about the east access and this concern remains that parking around Clover Hill is already at
a maximum. There are two large and well established trees on the west lane access, these trees both have
preservation orders on them and the local community will fight to maintain the preservations orders.
Consultation | understand that the Council have previously consulted Queens Sport Club due to the third
party ownership issues. There has been no such consultation with the part owners of the lane accessed via
Savile Park Gardens or any of the residents in Savile Park Gardens. Without taking residents views into
consideration, the Council have stated that the plot is suitable for 10 houses. This goes against the
Council's stated policy to collaborate with Calderdale residents. Green Space It is the Council's policy to
increase green space and this development completely goes against this policy as it would destroy a rare
green space which is currently a habitat for many wildlife species including bats and a rare black fox. The
Council also promotes the use of allotments and this development would destroy land previously used as
allotments. The Council states that Calderdale is below the national average for tree coverage and this
development would destroy many trees. The historic Cat Steps border this site and given the importance
to the heritage of the area, these should be protected. There is a requirement for a Heritage Impact
Assessment. There is also a public footpath with right of way that should be maintained for the use of local
residents. The Council have failed to maintain this right of way. Environment For the west access down
the single lane, vehicular access will potentially increase from 2 cars to 20 cars. This will result in noise and
air pollution. There is also the potential to create a through road from the east access, this will be
unsustainable on the rough single track. The site is a key drainage area, if the woodland is removed there
is the potential for flood risks, this would need impacting.

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

Additional Evidence Link:
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Comment ID APX771 Site ref (if applicable): 1p0397

Person ID: 960008 Name: Ms Susan Yates 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 access to the lane of this area is over land with poor drainage. There are already too many cars
parked on around this area on Clover Hill Road (many who work in town and do not live in this area). More
housing would mean more traffic in an already congested area. The traffic flow would cause problems with
any additional housing and there would be concerns about local infrastructure and noise pollution. | and
many people in this area object to the felling of trees. We do not currently have enough trees in Calderdale
and by removing more, this would have a negative impact on the environment. It would also impact on the
local wildlife and may cause erosion and landslip. This area was allotments for many years and it would be
better both environmentally and ecologically, providing a community facility if it was returned to this use.
There is a public footpath that has currently been blocked off at both sides and local residents are now
discouraged from using it. This public footpath on the proposed site, should be reinstated and retained as
it is a public right of way. The land is next to the historic cat steps would need to be protected as well.

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 APX790 Site ref (if applicable): LP0397
Person ID: 1183202 Name: Mrs Carolyn Reynolds 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:

As we live in a property that is within 50 metres of the proposed boundary for the proposed development,
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we have significant concerns about the effect of the same on the local wildlife. We observe the elusive
black fox emerging from the proposed site several times a week along with red foxes. Other species that
we have had the pleasure of seeing in this locality are badgers, hedgehogs, bats and even a deer......the
land forms their natural habitat and we have concerns about their sustainability if the land is developed.
Additionally, we are rather confused about the lack of public notice about the proposed development.
When there was a proposal to do essential maintenance work on trees with TPO's on the land, we were
written to and consulted by the LA. We have not received any notification of a proposed housing
development in such close proximity to our property, nor have we seen any of the "yellow boards" advising
the public of the proposals within the community. We have learned of the plans by word of mouth from
fellow concerned neighbours .

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 APX796 Site ref (if applicable): LP0397
Person ID: 1128767 Name: Mrs Kathleen Walsh 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:

Ownership of this plot of land has been claimed for many years by members of the old allotment
association who regard themselves as owners of the entire plot despite only having entitlement to
individual plots. For over 20 years, these individuals have deliberately run down and mismanaged the site
and refused to allow any neighbours to either rent or grow crops on the land. When | first moved to the
area 21 years ago, there was no vandalism evident as the allotments were in constant use; every time |
requested involvement in the allotment society | was told it was not possible. Many other neighbours
experienced a similar response. As so many houses in the vicinity do not have gardens, it would appear
that a valuable natural resource is in danger of being lost to the community due to the determination of a
developer to make a significant financial reward from an asset which he only partial "owns". The Clover Hill
Community Group established four years ago that many local people are keen to be allotment holders and
are very frustrated by the potential loss of land which was made available to the community in 1917 as
part of the national "Dig For Victory" campaign. Access to the site has always proved a barrier to the
development of more housing on this site; Clover Hill is already very congested and this already impacts on
access for emergency services and essential council services. There have been regular arguments in the
street regarding contested parking which on occasion have necessitated police involvement. This will all be
exacerbated by further development necessitating heavy equipment and diggers requiring access to the
site. | note that the developer's substantial home and grounds have been included in the area which is
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under consideration for development. Is it his intention to utilise his garden/home to provide the required
access? If so, | am concerned about the rights of the other owners of properties in Savile Park Gardens and
surrounding streets whose access needs and rights must surely be taken into account. To conclude, many
neighbours wish to see the Savile Park Allotment site returned to its original purpose, to once again be
enjoyed by families in the area; especially those families who are not fortunate enough to have gardens
attached to the homes which they either own or rent.

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 APXS800 Site ref (if applicable): Lp0397
Person ID: 1183453 Name: mrs aisha rafique 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:
Previous applications to develop this land has been rejected by the Secretary of State as unfeasible and not
fit for purpose, | am therefore concerned that this is again being reconsidered. The reasons for my
objection are as follows: 1. The proposed access through Savile Park Gardens is over private land owned by
myself and my neighbors. We have not been consulted and are concerned about this and the long term
impact this could have on our neighbourhood. As follows, increase in traffic, large vehicles attempting to
access narrow single track, hazard to children and damage to private property. 2. We already have
problems with staff from corporate organisations who tend to use the area for free parking and then
walking into town centre. This often means that we are unable to park outside our own property and this
would increase. 3. | understood that it was council policy not to allow development on allotment land, is
this no longer the case? The land owners have discouraged the use of this land for allotments and seem to
now be claiming that it has never been allotment land. This is not correct. | feel retaining the land for
allotments would be more beneficial for our neighbourhood. We need to preserve the trees and greenery
we currently have. The land owner has historically tried to prune/remove a tree protected by a
preservation order. We are not reassured by his comments that the trees would not necessarily be
removed. 4. Areas of historic importance such as Catsteps could be affected by this development and
should be protected For all the above reason | strongly object to this proposal.

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

Duty to Co-operate Reason:
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Suggested Modifications:
please see my attached comments

Additional Evidence Link:

Comment ID APX805 Site ref (if applicable): LP0397
Person ID: 1182325 Name: Ms Kirsty Carver Organisation:
Agent ID: Name: Organisation:

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

Legal Compliance Reason:

Do you consider the plan to be Sound?: No

Sound Reason:
| object to building houses in this Savile Park Conservation Area for the following reasons (In addition to my
previous comment) This is an area with immediate problems with drainage. Currently we have water
flooding our garden at Number 30 and 28. We have a severe problem,s with drainage and a torrent of
water flowing that the council and Yorkshire water need to address and solve this problem. This issue has
escalated in the past year. It has been ongoing for as long as we have lived in this property. (Over 13 years)
Clearly the trees help and to reduce ths number, to reduce the green area and pour concrete into this
green will exacerbate the drainage issues and have serious consequences. We need a sustainable water
drainage system in this whole area. Allotments need to be reinstated. There is an unmet demand for
allotments within reasonable walking distance of all the residents in this area. The Guardian 29th
September 2018, "UK air pollution levels breach childrens rights says Unicef" The are being denied their
human right to breath clean air and face a long-term health crisis because of toxic fumes. | call upon our
council to designate this area as a vehicle exclusion zone. Preserve this rare green area in the urban
district. Reinstate a path from the cat steps and protect the current path next to the allotments and tennis
courts to improve the quality of the environment for children walking to schools and the hospital. We
cannot further add to the thousand of children who are exposed to damaging levels of air pollution by
building houses, which bring cars on allotments. It would be shameful. We need to increase the
recreational amenity. We need to protect this biodiversity corridor. | object to building houses because you
will destroy the habitat of many birds and other protected species such as bats. It needs to be designated
as a Local wildlife site. We have tawny owls living here. Urbanisation has causes a decline in numbers
(Guardian, 29 September 2018) We need to preserve this green space. If houses are built in this area our
houses on Rothwell Drive will be devalued. We will be overlooked. We will suffer from light spillage from
the tennis courts. The skyline and light will be destroyed by houses rather than the beautiful trees. Its a
quiet oasis and we will face noise pollution too from an increase in dwellings.

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

Suggested Modifications:
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Additional Evidence Link:

Comment ID APX824 Site ref (if applicable): LP0397
Person ID: 1183476 Name: Mrs R. Clare Frith 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:

Dear Sir/Madam, | am writing once again to object to the proposed site to potentially build ten houses at
Daisy Bank, Savile Park (LP0397). As a local community we have had no option but to take legal advice. The
area of land which has been subject to previous planning applications has been rejected on several
occasions, even by the Secretary of State. One resounding fact remains: that the land is just as unsuitable
to be developed for housing as it ever was. Nothing has changed. Our concerns are as follows:
Infrastructure and access There is only a very narrow private, single (unadopted) track from Savile Park
Gardens which cannot be widened, either because surrounding land is private or there are preservation
orders on two trees. At its narrowest point the track is 9 feet wide . There is only room for a single car to
use the track at a time and there is nowhere for cars to pass. Even the attempt to get a van-sized vehicle
down the track has caused my neighbour's wall (no. 9) to be damaged on four occasions. The track is far
too narrow for construction vehicles to access the site. Attempts would certainly damage boundary walls
or fences to existing properties. The track is accessed through a private road. Emergency vehicles, such as
fire engines and ambulances will not be able to access the proposed properties, nor will refuse lorries.
The'land owner' currently has no option but to bring his bin down the full length of the track for collection.
If another ten properties bring their bins to the end of the track for refuse collection, it would actually
obstruct the entrance to the track itself. Ten properties could easily lead to up to an additional thirty cars
trying to access the proposed properties. Congestion would be huge as cars would be constantly having to
reverse back down the track to allow for oncoming cars. In addition, the grass track would get chewed up
and an increase in noise pollution would be detrimental. The cul-de-sac is already full of cars and work
vans and it is difficult to turn around at the best of times. Visitors to Queen's Sport's Club also have a
tendency to park there and cut through the footpath to access Queens. Therefore, to potentially increase
traffic by an additional thirty cars, is ludicrous. On the deeds (written in 1923) of houses 9, 11, 13 and 15
Savile Park Gardens, it clearly states that residents own 50% of the track to the midway point across the
width of the track to both the North and South of the properties. As a landowner we strongly object to any
other use of the track other than stated on the deeds and will continue to pursue legal action to stop
construction work. Environmental concerns The proposed area for development was originally used for
allotments and is currently home to a variety of plants and wildlife. In Calderdale's policy HW3 it states that
Calderdale council likes to support,''Promoting the role of communal growing spaces including allotments,
garden plots within developments" | providing access to healthy, affordable, locally produced food options.'
Why then, can this land not be reused as allotments for local residents? Two mature trees both have
preservation orders on them. (Preservation order numbers are 89/000467/C, 97/01045/C). The proposed
site and track are currently home to a host of wildlife including squirrels, wild flowers, trees and a variety
of birds. Calderdale's tree coverage stands at only 7%, far lower than many other local authorities. England
has only 9.9% woodland coverage which is, according to The Forestry Commission, next to the lowest in
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Europe. This is in contrast to other EU countries which have an average of 37% woodland coverage. Surely,
it would be better to retain the land for allotments or natural woodland? As a local community, we are
somewhat exasperated that we are, yet again, having to object about the proposed plan to build on the
allotment site at Daisy Bank, Savile Park (LP0397). The idea of developing this land for housing should once
and for all be put to bed. Consideration for the environment and a clear lack of infrastructure for such a
project would result in the damage of the existing community of Savile Park Gardens and do untold
damage to local wildlife, reducing the pitiful amount of green space that Calderdale has even further. As |
stated previously, in spite of repeated proposals to develop the land, all the above concerns are still just as
significant as they ever were. Indeed, nothing has changed. | look forward to hearing from you in due
course and hope that, in the meantime, common sense will prevail.

Do you consider that