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Document Section: Policy SD7 Allocated Housing Sites - Northowram and Shelf

Representations

Comment ID APX231 Site ref (if applicable):
Person ID: 1181915 Name: Mr Alistair Craven 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:

GREENBELT The Greenbelt assessment is incorrect because it states that the site does not fulfil Purpose IlI
of the five purposes of greenbelt ( "To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment) . The
land is tranquil and the Site Assessment correctly identifies that it has both a Wildlife and Ecological
Designation therefore | submit that it clearly fulfils Purpose Ill. The Greenbelt assessment is incorrect
because it states that the site does not fulfil Purpose IV of the five purposes of greenbelt [" To preserve the
setting and Character of Historic Towns] . If the site is removed from Greenbelt the inevitable development
traffic passing through the narrow streets of the nearby Conservation Area, would have a negative impact
on the significance and setting of the Conservation Area and listed buildings within it. (See also my
comments below under Highways Development Management and Conservation/Heritage). NPPF para 83
requires that "exceptional circumstances"@Enust be demonstrated before land is taken out of the
Greenbelt. No such circumstances have been stated therefore the proposal is non-compliant. NPPF para 84
requires a review of Greenbelt boundaries to take account of the need to promote sustainable
development. Distant as it is from access to normal services this site is NOT sustainable and therefore the
proposal is non-compliant. HIGHWAYS DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT Highways DM have stated that
Development traffic would use either Hough or Towngate to access the A58 or A6036. | disagree with the
view of Highways DM that the Hough/A58 junction is in any way suitable to allow HGV access/egress to this
site. Hough is a very steep, narrow, cobbled street with a sharp, blind bend. Cars parked near the A58
junction make it especially narrow. Towngate is a narrow street with resident's cars necessarily parked on
both sides, frequently leading to traffic congestion. It also has a pinch point and speed bumps to restrict
traffic flow. Hough and Towngate are signed as being "unsuitable for HGV's and both streets pass through
the Northowram Conservation Area which would inevitably suffer through increased volumes of
development and residential traffic. Highways DM have only considered the increased amount of
residential traffic on Windmill Drive, they have failed to give any consideration to its suitability to
accommodate development traffic, for which it is totally unsuitable. CONSERVATION/ECOLOGY The site
contains two types of UK BAP Priority Habitats i.e. Deciduous Woodland and Lowland Meadow. The
woodland is primarily Oak, but other deciduous species exist. The habitats are spread consistently across
the entire site so it is erroneous and misleading to suggest that they are restricted to discreet pockets
within the site or at the site margins. The assessment calls for a 10m buffer zone around the site boundary
and, importantly, around the woodland within the site. However, this has not been reflected in the
proposed developable area shown on the site allocation, which only allows for a buffer zone around the
site boundary and ignores large areas of deciduous woodland within the site. The site assessment calls for
a Protected Species Report but, given that the site is Greenbelt, the site should not be allocated until such



a report has been produced and a full understanding is reached on the impact of development on any
species present. The site is locally important as a tranquil area used for walking and gentle recreation. It is
criss-crossed by several informal footpaths and there is a Public Right of Way across the northern end of
the site. Because the site is tranquil, contains the two BAP Priority Habitats and is easily accessible, it is an
important Green Infrastructure Asset for Northowram, something that the Local Plan claims to promote
and preserve through its various Gl policies but does nothing to support with this proposed allocation.
CONSERVATION/HERITAGE Conservation (Heritage) comments have failed to consider the full impact of the
proposed allocation in the context of Highways DM proposals. Highways DM propose that development
traffic will use Towngate and Hough to access/egress the site. Both streets pass through the Northowram
Conservation Area. Towngate is a narrow village street, already suffering congestion from cars and along
which are several listed buildings fronting the street. Hough is a very steep, in places narrow, cobbled
street. Both Towngate and Hough are signed as being unsuitable for HGV's which would be ignored if
development traffic has to pass along it, to the possible detriment to Heritage Assets. ACCESSIBILITY The
journey times given in the Site Assessment are significantly underestimated and ignore the less mobile
members of society. For example, the journey time to town centre is shown as "less than 15mins"RE Using
the WY Metro'Journey Planner' and for the elderly, disabled or young families walking slowly the time is
40mins and involves a walking journey of 800m to the nearest frequent bus stop. Similarly, the Journey
time to GP is shown as "less than 15mins" As there is no suitable bus route to the nearest GP surgery
this journey must be made on foot. For the elderly, disabled or young families walking slowly this will take
24mins and involve a walking distance of 1.2km. Clearly these accessibility times ignore the less mobile
members of society and, rather than promoting the use of Sustainable transport, will force more people to
use car journeys to and from these increasingly inaccessible sites. SUSTAINABILITY The Sustainability
Assessment only scores 4'positive' outcomes out of 17 but two of these positive results are based on the
seriously flawed Accessibility scores so must be disregarded (see my Accessibility comments above). How
can the site be regarded as sustainable when it has only 2 positive scores out of a possible 177

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

Duty to Co-operate Reason:

Suggested Modifications:
This site should be removed from the Local Plan.

Additional Evidence Link:

Comment ID Lppl1201 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 Lppl51 Site ref (if applicable):
Person ID: 1171108 Name: Mr Brian Crossley (SNLPF) Organisation: Chairperson SNLPF
Agent ID: Name: Organisation:

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

Sound Reason:
Once away from the major roads passing through the Ward (A6036 and A644); the villages are
characterised by large open areas of grassland; given over to stock rearing and criss-crossed by hundreds of
dry-stone walls and many small streams. The local road network consists mainly of quiet, narrow lanes
bordered by hedgerows and dry-stone walls and often with a single narrow pavement or in many cases no
pavement at all. It is this character that is so loved by residents and visitors alike and it is this character
that these proposals seek to destroy for ever; along with huge swathes of greenbelt. The open grassland,
whilst it may not have an official Open Space designation, nevertheless provides a haven for a wide variety
of birds, insects and mammals and a sense of 'openness' enjoyed by all. The supposed 'Wildlife corridor' or
Wildlife Habitat Network has become increasingly fragmented around the villages and this fragmentation is
set to increase if these proposals are adopted. The council must ask itself; in the headlong rush to provide
land for development; at what point will this fragmentation lead to the wildlife environment becoming
unviable. The network of narrow, quiet lanes in these villages will not support the additional number of
trips generated by the proposed developments. This will lead to accelerated deterioration of the roads and
increased journey times and environmental pollution and cannot therefore be considered sustainable as
claimed by the council.

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

Suggested Modifications:
Sites LP0221, LP0782, LP1041 and LP1543 must be removed from the list of allocations in the Local Plan

Additional Evidence Link:



Comment ID Lpp217 Site ref (if applicable):

Person ID: 1182461 Name: Mr Peter Flesher 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:

| am really echoing comments made by others. However in support of these | have to say that the
proposed developments, particularly the 2 large ones are totally unrealistic. They will spoil the entire
environment and character of Shelf. More specifically the access to both sites is unsuitable. In one case the
local roads are far too narrow for construction traffic and to cope with the extra traffic which will be
created. In the other case, if the only access is onto Halifax Road opposite the factory this is totally
unacceptable. it is far too narrow. In addition traffic on that road, particularly at peak times is already far
too much. Queues in both directions can be the entire length of the village already. Any proposed access
into South lane has the same problem as the site up Cock Hill with narrow roads unsuitable for
construction traffic or any increased load. Access out of Shelf moor Road into Halifax road is already
difficult. Where will the extra children go to school. Where will the new residents go to see a doctor. What
will have to drainage. The extra housing up belle View already caused flooding in the dip near West Street.
Such large developments are totally unsuitable for the area

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 Lpp700 Site ref (if applicable):
Person ID: 1094062 Name: Miss Helga Oates 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 roads in both Shelf and Northowram already experience heavy congestion, with long delays being
experienced throughout the day on the mainroads (A6036 and A644). The proposed sites are presently
accessed via narrow lanes which will not support additional traffic, construction or future residential. More
traffic will be generated by new residents need of essential day to day items as the village of Shelf has
limited local shops, namely one butchers and one chemist (the bakery is a sandwich shop with limited
opening hours mid week), and additionally an Esso garage at Stone Chair and a Lidl on the Bradford border.
Sites LP0782 and LP1543 are a distance from all of these and as parking is an issue | would envisage the
majority driving to a local town for milk, bread & a newspaper. Sites LP0782 and LP1543 are on the hill side
above the existing housing, this area is colder and suffers from stronger winds that the lower lying areas of
Calderdale. Propertied will burn more fuel in order for inhabitants to keep warm thus increased pollution
at a time when we are meant to reduce green house gasses.

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

Suggested Modifications:
Remove Sites LP0782 and LP1543 from plan

Additional Evidence Link: http://calderdale-consult.objective.co.uk/file/5062198

Comment ID Lpp906 Site ref (if applicable):
Person ID: 1183644 Name: Mrs Naomi Teasdale Organisation: Planner England Lyle Good
Agent ID: 1182451 Name: Mrs Naomi Teasdale Organisation:

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

Legal Compliance Reason:
Please see covering letter

Do you consider the plan to be Sound?: No

Sound Reason:

Please see covering letter ( summarised below ): Windmill Farm should be removed from the Green Belt
and allocated as housing on the basis that it does not meet the tests set out at paragraph 134 of the
recently-published NPPF which has indeed previously been accepted by the Council in allocating the site
for housing as part of the Initial Draft Local Plan. Moreover, the housing numbers put forward as part of
the Publication Draft are not considered to be robust enough for the Local Plan to be found 'sound'. The
Publication Draft is however only proposing 840 dwellings per annum after members decided to go with
the lowest option put forward despite being advised that this was low. The figure proposed is indeed at the
lower end figure identified in the SHMA and on this basis, it is clear that there is a higher level of need
which should be forthcoming as per the guidance contained in PPG. It is also noted that the provision of
land for future employment use required 60ha in the Initial Draft Local Plan but has increased to 97ha in
the Publication Draft despite the level of housing being reduced. One could argue that increased provision
of employment land requires an increase in housing to be able to support its long-term sustainability. For
the reasons already stated the site should be released from the Green Belt given that it has been
previously assessed in relation to its suitability for residential development couples with the identified



need for a higher number of houses in Calderdale. The Council's current position to discount thesite on the
basis of needing to protect the Green Belt as far as possible and the Council's housing need is therefore
considered unfounded and not based on robust evidence. Future Development Potential We have held
pre-application discussions with the Council regarding residential development of this site which would be
forthcoming in the short term and developed by national house builder, Berkeley DeVeer, whom have
completed many successful developments in this region. The reasons why our client's site is considered
suitable for residential development are as follows: The site is in a sustainable location directly adjacent to
the settlement of Shelf. The site has good access to services and facilities, including being within 400m of a
bus stop with a service at least every 30 minutes; Joins the urban area on two of its three sides; Site access
is achievable from Burned Road; There are no known ecological or heritage constraints to developing the
site; The site is entirely in Flood Zone 1; There are no protected trees or hedgerows on or around the site;
Part brownfield land, the re-use of which is supported in planning terms. There are a number of sites
within the revised plan which will have difficulties being brought forward. Additional sites which are
available and deliverable should therefore be retained within the Publication Draft in order to be found
sound.

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

Duty to Co-operate Reason:
Please see covering Letter

Suggested Modifications:
Windmill Farm should be removed from the Green Belt and allocated as housing.

Additional Evidence Link: http://calderdale-consult.objective.co.uk/file/5075249http://calderdale-
consult.objective.co.uk/file/5074292

Main Issues and Council Response

Legal Compliance
Main Issues:
Council's Response:

Test of Soundness

Main Issues:
1. Distribution of sites is uneven.

2. The Green Belt assessment is incorrect.
3. Exceptional circumstances for the release of Green Belt have not been demonstrated.

4. Hough/A58 junction as well as the local road network as a whole is not suitable for additional traffic inc
HGVs

5. Impact on the character of the area.



6. Impact on wildlife habitat network.

7. Numerous site specific comments which can not be attributed to a site.

Council's Response:

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

2. The Green Belt Review Parcels do not directly relate to the individual sites that have been proposed for
allocation in the Publication Draft Local Plan. Using the same methodology as the Green Belt Review,
proposed development sites in the Local Plan that are located in the Green Belt were assessed against the
Green Belt purposes in the NPPF using the boundaries of the site itself.

3. 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. It can be
seen that a methodical approach has been built into each stage of the process and that ultimately this
process has dovetailed with the Government’s emerging policy on exceptional circumstances.

4. Infrastructure considerations to include the impact of development on the local road network have been
taken into consideration as part of the site assessment process.

5. The site is not situated within a Special Landscape Area. However, chapter 20 of the Local Plan contains a
Landscape Character policy which ensures that new development is designed in a way that is sensitive to its
landscape setting, retaining and enhancing the distinctive qualities of the landscape area in which it would
be situated.

6. Impact on the Wildlife Habitat Network has been considered in the Site Assessment methodology and
Policies in place to ensure the Wildlife Habitat Network is not fragmented.

7. A number of the points raised in the representations are against a site which is unidentifiable, therefore
the Council can not respond to them.

Duty to Co-operate

Main Issues:
Council's Response:

Suggested Modifications

1. The Local Plan should retain an appropriate amount of development in Northowram and Shelf and
reduce or remove one of the Garden Suburbs to ensure sustainable distribution of development.

Council's Response:

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

No modification required.



Document Section: LP0221 - New Housing Site - Northowram and Shelf

Representations

Comment ID APX1000 Site ref (if applicable): LP0221
Person ID: 1183540 Name: Miss Chloe Rose 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:

Below are my comments as to why | consider the Local Plan is unsound GREENBELT The Greenbelt
assessment is incorrect because it states that the site does not fulfil Purpose Il of the five purposes of
greenbelt ("To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment). The land is tranquil and the Site
Assessment correctly identifies that it has both a Wildlife and Ecological Designation therefore | submit
that it clearly fulfils Purpose Ill. The Greenbelt assessment is incorrect because it states that the site does
not fulfil Purpose IV of the five purposes of greenbelt ["To preserve the setting and Character of Historic
Towns]. If the site is removed from Greenbelt the inevitable development traffic passing through the
narrow streets of the nearby Conservation Area, would have a negative impact on the significance and
setting of the Conservation Area and listed buildings within it. (See also my comments below under
Highways Development Management and Conservation/Heritage). NPPF para 83 requires that "exceptional
circumstances"@nust be demonstrated before land is taken out of the Greenbelt. No such circumstances
have been stated therefore the proposal is non-compliant. NPPF para 84 requires a review of Greenbelt
boundaries to take account of the need to promote sustainable development. Distant as it is from access
to normal services this site is NOT sustainable and therefore the proposal is non-compliant. HHGHWAYS
DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT Highways DM have stated that Development traffic would use either
Hough or Towngate to access the A58 or A6036. | disagree with the view of Highways DM that the
Hough/A58 junction is in any way suitable to allow HGV access/egress to this site. Hough is a very steep,
narrow, cobbled street with a sharp, blind bend. Cars parked near the A58 junction make it especially
narrow. Towngate is a narrow street with resident's cars necessarily parked on both sides, frequently
leading to traffic congestion. It also has a pinch point and speed bumps to restrict traffic flow. Hough and
Towngate are signed as being "unsuitable for HGV's and both streets pass through the Northowram
Conservation Area which would inevitably suffer through increased volumes of development and
residential traffic. Highways DM have only considered the increased amount of residential traffic on
Windmill Drive, they have failed to give any consideration to its suitability to accommodate development
traffic, for which it is totally unsuitable. CONSERVATION/ECOLOGY The site contains two types of UK BAP
Priority Habitats i.e. Deciduous Woodland and Lowland Meadow. The woodland is primarily Oak, but other
deciduous species exist. The habitats are spread consistently across the entire site so it is erroneous and
misleading to suggest that they are restricted to discreet pockets within the site or at the site margins. The
assessment calls for a 10m buffer zone around the site boundary and, importantly, around the woodland
within the site. However, this has not been reflected in the proposed developable area shown on the site
allocation, which only allows for a buffer zone around the site boundary and ignores large areas of
deciduous woodland within the site. The site assessment calls for a Protected Species Report but, given



that the site is Greenbelt, the site should not be allocated until such a report has been produced and a full
understanding is reached on the impact of development on any species present. The site is locally
important as a tranquil area used for walking and gentle recreation. It is criss-crossed by several informal
footpaths and there is a Public Right of Way across the northern end of the site. Because the site is
tranquil, contains the two BAP Priority Habitats and is easily accessible, it is an important Green
Infrastructure Asset for Northowram, something that the Local Plan claims to promote and preserve
through its various Gl policies but does nothing to support with this proposed allocation.
CONSERVATION/HERITAGE Conservation (Heritage) comments have failed to consider the full impact of the
proposed allocation in the context of Highways DM proposals. Highways DM propose that development
traffic will use Towngate and Hough to access/egress the site. Both streets pass through the Northowram
Conservation Area. Towngate is a narrow village street, already suffering congestion from cars and along
which are several listed buildings fronting the street. Hough is a very steep, in places narrow, cobbled
street. Both Towngate and Hough are signed as being unsuitable for HGV's which would be ignored if
development traffic has to pass along it, to the possible detriment to Heritage Assets. ACCESSIBILITY The
journey times given in the Site Assessment are significantly underestimated and ignore the less mobile
members of society. For example, the journey time to town centre is shown as "less than 15mins"EUsing
the WY Metro'Journey Planner' and for the elderly, disabled or young families walking slowly the time is
40mins and involves a walking journey of 800m to the nearest frequent bus stop. Similarly, the Journey
time to GP is shown as "less than 15mins"[EAs there is no suitable bus route to the nearest GP surgery this
journey must be made on foot. For the elderly, disabled or young families walking slowly this will take
24mins and involve a walking distance of 1.2km. Clearly these accessibility times ignore the less mobile
members of society and, rather than promoting the use of Sustainable transport, will force more people to
use car journeys to and from these increasingly inaccessible sites. SUSTAINABILITY The Sustainability
Assessment only scores 4'positive' outcomes out of 17 but two of these positive results are based on the
seriously flawed Accessibility scores so must be disregarded (see my Accessibility comments above). How
can the site be regarded as sustainable when it has only 2 positive scores out of a possible 17°?

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

Duty to Co-operate Reason:

Suggested Modifications:
This site should be removed from the Local Plan

Additional Evidence Link:

Comment ID APX1005 Site ref (if applicable): LP0221
Person ID: 1183690 Name: Mr Jared O'Farrell 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:

GREENBELT The Greenbelt assessment is incorrect because it states that the site does not fulfil Purpose I
of the five purposes of greenbelt ( "To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment) . The
land is tranquil and the Site Assessment correctly identifies that it has both a Wildlife and Ecological
Designation therefore | submit that it clearly fulfils Purpose Ill. The Greenbelt assessment is incorrect
because it states that the site does not fulfil Purpose IV of the five purposes of greenbelt [" To preserve the
setting and Character of Historic Towns] . If the site is removed from Greenbelt the inevitable development
traffic passing through the narrow streets of the nearby Conservation Area, would have a negative impact
on the significance and setting of the Conservation Area and listed buildings within it. (See also my
comments below under Highways Development Management and Conservation/Heritage). NPPF para 83
requires that "exceptional circumstances"@Enust be demonstrated before land is taken out of the
Greenbelt. No such circumstances have been stated therefore the proposal is non-compliant. NPPF para 84
requires a review of Greenbelt boundaries to take account of the need to promote sustainable
development. Distant as it is from access to normal services this site is NOT sustainable and therefore the
proposal is non-compliant. HHIGHWAYS DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT Highways DM have stated that
Development traffic would use either Hough or Towngate to access the A58 or A6036. | disagree with the
view of Highways DM that the Hough/A58 junction is in any way suitable to allow HGV access/egress to this
site. Hough is a very steep, narrow, cobbled street with a sharp, blind bend. Cars parked near the A58
junction make it especially narrow. Towngate is a narrow street with resident's cars necessarily parked on
both sides, frequently leading to traffic congestion. It also has a pinch point and speed bumps to restrict
traffic flow. Hough and Towngate are signed as being "unsuitable for HGV's and both streets pass through
the Northowram Conservation Area which would inevitably suffer through increased volumes of
development and residential traffic. Highways DM have only considered the increased amount of
residential traffic on Windmill Drive, they have failed to give any consideration to its suitability to
accommodate development traffic, for which it is totally unsuitable. CONSERVATION/ECOLOGY The site
contains two types of UK BAP Priority Habitats i.e. Deciduous Woodland and Lowland Meadow. The
woodland is primarily Oak, but other deciduous species exist. The habitats are spread consistently across
the entire site so it is erroneous and misleading to suggest that they are restricted to discreet pockets
within the site or at the site margins. The assessment calls for a 10m buffer zone around the site boundary
and, importantly, around the woodland within the site. However, this has not been reflected in the
proposed developable area shown on the site allocation, which only allows for a buffer zone around the
site boundary and ignores large areas of deciduous woodland within the site. The site assessment calls for
a Protected Species Report but, given that the site is Greenbelt, the site should not be allocated until such
a report has been produced and a full understanding is reached on the impact of development on any
species present. The site is locally important as a tranquil area used for walking and gentle recreation. It is
criss-crossed by several informal footpaths and there is a Public Right of Way across the northern end of
the site. Because the site is tranquil, contains the two BAP Priority Habitats and is easily accessible, it is an
important Green Infrastructure Asset for Northowram, something that the Local Plan claims to promote
and preserve through its various Gl policies but does nothing to support with this proposed allocation.
CONSERVATION/HERITAGE Conservation (Heritage) comments have failed to consider the full impact of the
proposed allocation in the context of Highways DM proposals. Highways DM propose that development
traffic will use Towngate and Hough to access/egress the site. Both streets pass through the Northowram
Conservation Area. Towngate is a narrow village street, already suffering congestion from cars and along
which are several listed buildings fronting the street. Hough is a very steep, in places narrow, cobbled
street. Both Towngate and Hough are signed as being unsuitable for HGV's which would be ignored if
development traffic has to pass along it, to the possible detriment to Heritage Assets. ACCESSIBILITY The
journey times given in the Site Assessment are significantly underestimated and ignore the less mobile
members of society. For example, the journey time to town centre is shown as "less than 15mins"RE Using
the WY Metro'Journey Planner' and for the elderly, disabled or young families walking slowly the time is
40mins and involves a walking journey of 800m to the nearest frequent bus stop. Similarly, the Journey
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time to GP is shown as "less than 15mins"E As there is no suitable bus route to the nearest GP surgery

this journey must be made on foot. For the elderly, disabled or young families walking slowly this will take
24mins and involve a walking distance of 1.2km. Clearly these accessibility times ignore the less mobile
members of society and, rather than promoting the use of Sustainable transport, will force more people to
use car journeys to and from these increasingly inaccessible sites. SUSTAINABILITY The Sustainability
Assessment only scores 4'positive' outcomes out of 17 but two of these positive results are based on the
seriously flawed Accessibility scores so must be disregarded (see my Accessibility comments above). How
can the site be regarded as sustainable when it has only 2 positive scores out of a possible 177

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

Suggested Modifications:
This site should be removed from the Local Plan

Additional Evidence Link:

Comment ID APX1010 Site ref (if applicable): LP0221
Person ID: 1183700 Name: Mrs Jared O'Farrell 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:

GREENBELT The Greenbelt assessment is incorrect because it states that the site does not fulfil Purpose Il
of the five purposes of greenbelt ( "To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment) . The
land is tranquil and the Site Assessment correctly identifies that it has both a Wildlife and Ecological
Designation therefore | submit that it clearly fulfils Purpose Ill. The Greenbelt assessment is incorrect
because it states that the site does not fulfil Purpose IV of the five purposes of greenbelt [" To preserve the
setting and Character of Historic Towns] . If the site is removed from Greenbelt the inevitable development
traffic passing through the narrow streets of the nearby Conservation Area, would have a negative impact
on the significance and setting of the Conservation Area and listed buildings within it. (See also my
comments below under Highways Development Management and Conservation/Heritage). NPPF para 83
requires that "exceptional circumstances"@Enust be demonstrated before land is taken out of the

Greenbelt. No such circumstances have been stated therefore the proposal is non-compliant. NPPF para 84
requires a review of Greenbelt boundaries to take account of the need to promote sustainable
development. Distant as it is from access to normal services this site is NOT sustainable and therefore the
proposal is non-compliant. HHGHWAYS DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT Highways DM have stated that
Development traffic would use either Hough or Towngate to access the A58 or A6036. | disagree with the
view of Highways DM that the Hough/A58 junction is in any way suitable to allow HGV access/egress to this
site. Hough is a very steep, narrow, cobbled street with a sharp, blind bend. Cars parked near the A58
junction make it especially narrow. Towngate is a narrow street with resident's cars necessarily parked on
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both sides, frequently leading to traffic congestion. It also has a pinch point and speed bumps to restrict
traffic flow. Hough and Towngate are signed as being "unsuitable for HGV's and both streets pass through
the Northowram Conservation Area which would inevitably suffer through increased volumes of
development and residential traffic. Highways DM have only considered the increased amount of
residential traffic on Windmill Drive, they have failed to give any consideration to its suitability to
accommodate development traffic, for which it is totally unsuitable. CONSERVATION/ECOLOGY The site
contains two types of UK BAP Priority Habitats i.e. Deciduous Woodland and Lowland Meadow. The
woodland is primarily Oak, but other deciduous species exist. The habitats are spread consistently across
the entire site so it is erroneous and misleading to suggest that they are restricted to discreet pockets
within the site or at the site margins. The assessment calls for a 10m buffer zone around the site boundary
and, importantly, around the woodland within the site. However, this has not been reflected in the
proposed developable area shown on the site allocation, which only allows for a buffer zone around the
site boundary and ignores large areas of deciduous woodland within the site. The site assessment calls for
a Protected Species Report but, given that the site is Greenbelt, the site should not be allocated until such
a report has been produced and a full understanding is reached on the impact of development on any
species present. The site is locally important as a tranquil area used for walking and gentle recreation. It is
criss-crossed by several informal footpaths and there is a Public Right of Way across the northern end of
the site. Because the site is tranquil, contains the two BAP Priority Habitats and is easily accessible, it is an
important Green Infrastructure Asset for Northowram, something that the Local Plan claims to promote
and preserve through its various Gl policies but does nothing to support with this proposed allocation.
CONSERVATION/HERITAGE Conservation (Heritage) comments have failed to consider the full impact of the
proposed allocation in the context of Highways DM proposals. Highways DM propose that development
traffic will use Towngate and Hough to access/egress the site. Both streets pass through the Northowram
Conservation Area. Towngate is a narrow village street, already suffering congestion from cars and along
which are several listed buildings fronting the street. Hough is a very steep, in places narrow, cobbled
street. Both Towngate and Hough are signed as being unsuitable for HGV's which would be ignored if
development traffic has to pass along it, to the possible detriment to Heritage Assets. ACCESSIBILITY The
journey times given in the Site Assessment are significantly underestimated and ignore the less mobile
members of society. For example, the journey time to town centre is shown as "less than 15mins"RE Using
the WY Metro'Journey Planner' and for the elderly, disabled or young families walking slowly the time is
40mins and involves a walking journey of 800m to the nearest frequent bus stop. Similarly, the Journey
time to GP is shown as "less than 15mins" As there is no suitable bus route to the nearest GP surgery
this journey must be made on foot. For the elderly, disabled or young families walking slowly this will take
24mins and involve a walking distance of 1.2km. Clearly these accessibility times ignore the less mobile
members of society and, rather than promoting the use of Sustainable transport, will force more people to
use car journeys to and from these increasingly inaccessible sites. SUSTAINABILITY The Sustainability
Assessment only scores 4'positive' outcomes out of 17 but two of these positive results are based on the
seriously flawed Accessibility scores so must be disregarded (see my Accessibility comments above). How
can the site be regarded as sustainable when it has only 2 positive scores out of a possible 177

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

Duty to Co-operate Reason:

Suggested Modifications:
This site should be removed from the Local Plan

Additional Evidence Link:
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Comment ID APX1011 Site ref (if applicable): LP0221

Person ID: 1183704 Name: Mr Jared O'Farrell 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:

GREENBELT The Greenbelt assessment is incorrect because it states that the site does not fulfil Purpose lll
of the five purposes of greenbelt ( "To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment) . The
land is tranquil and the Site Assessment correctly identifies that it has both a Wildlife and Ecological
Designation therefore | submit that it clearly fulfils Purpose Ill. The Greenbelt assessment is incorrect
because it states that the site does not fulfil Purpose IV of the five purposes of greenbelt [" To preserve the
setting and Character of Historic Towns] . If the site is removed from Greenbelt the inevitable development
traffic passing through the narrow streets of the nearby Conservation Area, would have a negative impact
on the significance and setting of the Conservation Area and listed buildings within it. (See also my
comments below under Highways Development Management and Conservation/Heritage). NPPF para 83
requires that "exceptional circumstances"@Enust be demonstrated before land is taken out of the
Greenbelt. No such circumstances have been stated therefore the proposal is non-compliant. NPPF para 84
requires a review of Greenbelt boundaries to take account of the need to promote sustainable
development. Distant as it is from access to normal services this site is NOT sustainable and therefore the
proposal is non-compliant. HIGHWAYS DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT Highways DM have stated that
Development traffic would use either Hough or Towngate to access the A58 or A6036. | disagree with the
view of Highways DM that the Hough/A58 junction is in any way suitable to allow HGV access/egress to this
site. Hough is a very steep, narrow, cobbled street with a sharp, blind bend. Cars parked near the A58
junction make it especially narrow. Towngate is a narrow street with resident's cars necessarily parked on
both sides, frequently leading to traffic congestion. It also has a pinch point and speed bumps to restrict
traffic flow. Hough and Towngate are signed as being "unsuitable for HGV's and both streets pass through
the Northowram Conservation Area which would inevitably suffer through increased volumes of
development and residential traffic. Highways DM have only considered the increased amount of
residential traffic on Windmill Drive, they have failed to give any consideration to its suitability to
accommodate development traffic, for which it is totally unsuitable. CONSERVATION/ECOLOGY The site
contains two types of UK BAP Priority Habitats i.e. Deciduous Woodland and Lowland Meadow. The
woodland is primarily Oak, but other deciduous species exist. The habitats are spread consistently across
the entire site so it is erroneous and misleading to suggest that they are restricted to discreet pockets
within the site or at the site margins. The assessment calls for a 10m buffer zone around the site boundary
and, importantly, around the woodland within the site. However, this has not been reflected in the
proposed developable area shown on the site allocation, which only allows for a buffer zone around the
site boundary and ignores large areas of deciduous woodland within the site. The site assessment calls for
a Protected Species Report but, given that the site is Greenbelt, the site should not be allocated until such
a report has been produced and a full understanding is reached on the impact of development on any
species present. The site is locally important as a tranquil area used for walking and gentle recreation. It is
criss-crossed by several informal footpaths and there is a Public Right of Way across the northern end of
the site. Because the site is tranquil, contains the two BAP Priority Habitats and is easily accessible, it is an
important Green Infrastructure Asset for Northowram, something that the Local Plan claims to promote
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and preserve through its various Gl policies but does nothing to support with this proposed allocation.
CONSERVATION/HERITAGE Conservation (Heritage) comments have failed to consider the full impact of the
proposed allocation in the context of Highways DM proposals. Highways DM propose that development
traffic will use Towngate and Hough to access/egress the site. Both streets pass through the Northowram
Conservation Area. Towngate is a narrow village street, already suffering congestion from cars and along
which are several listed buildings fronting the street. Hough is a very steep, in places narrow, cobbled
street. Both Towngate and Hough are signed as being unsuitable for HGV's which would be ignored if
development traffic has to pass along it, to the possible detriment to Heritage Assets. ACCESSIBILITY The
journey times given in the Site Assessment are significantly underestimated and ignore the less mobile
members of society. For example, the journey time to town centre is shown as "less than 15mins"R Using
the WY Metro'Journey Planner' and for the elderly, disabled or young families walking slowly the time is
40mins and involves a walking journey of 800m to the nearest frequent bus stop. Similarly, the Journey
time to GP is shown as "less than 15mins" As there is no suitable bus route to the nearest GP surgery

this journey must be made on foot. For the elderly, disabled or young families walking slowly this will take
24mins and involve a walking distance of 1.2km. Clearly these accessibility times ignore the less mobile
members of society and, rather than promoting the use of Sustainable transport, will force more people to
use car journeys to and from these increasingly inaccessible sites. SUSTAINABILITY The Sustainability
Assessment only scores 4'positive' outcomes out of 17 but two of these positive results are based on the
seriously flawed Accessibility scores so must be disregarded (see my Accessibility comments above). How
can the site be regarded as sustainable when it has only 2 positive scores out of a possible 17°?

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

Duty to Co-operate Reason:

Suggested Modifications:
This site should be removed from the Local Plan

Additional Evidence Link:

Comment ID APX1015 Site ref (if applicable): LP0221
Person ID: 1128013 Name: Mr Martin Blower 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 is unsound as there are areas of conflict and contradiction between the information supplied in
the council's supporting documentation and the reality of the impacts of the development on the
community of Northowram as identified in the several public consultations carried out for the local plan.
Greenbelt The Greenbelt Site Survey identifies the site as'medium sensitivity', scoring only two out of the
five purposes of Green Belt. However there are concerns that the assessment has resulted in an inaccurate
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score. Q2 - "Is there a strong defensible boundary between the existing urban area and the site?"Bto
which the assessment has answered NO. This is a greenbelt assessment more suited to a rural
environment. In this case there are clear boundaries. To the North is a steep hill which identifies the start
of the Quarry to the East and South it is the boundary of residential land and to the West is a steep slope
into the Shibden valley so the answer to this question should be YES. Q3 - "Is there a wildlife designation
or value?"Fto which the assessment has answered NO. This is inconsistent with the LP Policies Map which
designates part of the site as a Wildlife Habitat Network therefore the answer should be YES. Q5 - "Is there
an ecological or geological/ geomorphological designation or value?"Bto which the assessment has
answered NO. This is inconsistent with the Ecology assessment and Natural England determination that
there are 2 UK BAP Priority Habitats on the site which are deciduous woodland and lowland meadow
therefore the answer for this question should be YES. Considering Purpose Ill, Q7 - "lIs the land tranquil?"(
to which the assessment has answered NO. | regularly walk our dog within the boundaries of this site and
the site is peaceful and quiet with very little sound intruding into an area of tranquillity. Due to nature of
the site it easily complies with the Local Plan definition of: - " Tranquil Areas - Areas sufficiently remote
from the visual or audible intrusion of development or traffic to be considered unspoilt by urban
influences."R So the answer should be YES Contrary to the assessment contained in the supporting
information the site clearly fulfils the designation of greenbelt and therefore should not be included in the
plan as the councils policies state "only using the most sensitive greenbelt sites when all alternative sites
have been considered and'the local plan will be required to demonstrate exceptional circumstances if land
is to be removed from the greenbelt"@nd it is difficult to see what exceptional circumstances could arise
to include site LP0221 until every brownfield and underutilised site has been developed. Flooding Taken
from the site assessment report: replacing open and green area with the new development and resulting
flooding pressure to downstream properties. From the past flooding history of an area, the site is being
used as flood storage area during winter flooding. The site is located within 100% within Flood Zone 1.
Numbers of drainage issues have been occurred in the surrounding areas and suitable actions being
placed. Topography and water features that affect the layout of the development as site is used for flood
storage. The sustainability application recommends that due to the site's greenfield status, and resulting
potential to increase run-off, green and blue Infrastructure on site such as SUDS and green roofs to reduce
the infiltration rate of precipitation as well as provide storage for storm water run-off."B The site acts as a
natural area of rainfall absorption holding heavy rainfall which would otherwise run off into the Shibden
valley and then releasing it gradually over the following days preventing flooding and erosion. The existing
vegetation transpires considerable quantities of rainfall back into the atmosphere and therefore reduces
the level of the sites water table naturally. The loss of this vegetation will significantly increase the amount
of water in the ground or in run off as the ground is more likely to be at field capacity. In the supporting
information it states a flood risk assessment is required. If a flood risk assessment has not been completed
how does the council know what level of drainage infrastructure will be required to replace an existing
fully functioning flood storage area and whether the mitigation measures will fit on site without impacting
on the undeveloped land areas. All this information should have been in place when the site was first
assessed however the site has been allocated into the final plan without the appropriate assessments
being carried out and before it is known what mitigation is required and whetherit is feasible and
affordable. Storm water runoff and other wet-weather induced flows from urban catchments are major
sources of pollution into receiving watercourses resulting in water quality impairments and related adverse
impacts on the ecology of streams and local receiving water bodies. These flow sources are also a primary
cause of flooding and erosion. In this case any excess water flow from the development will end up in
Shibden lake which is used for boating, is susceptible to algal bloom and is home to a wide range of water
fowl. The proposed green Infrastructure relates to water management systems such as Bio-filtration,
ponds, wetlands, rain gardens and other natural land and plant based ecological treatment systems and
processes. However in an urban development the space requirements for "Green Infrastructure"re such
that they are often not feasible solutions and for Springhead space is at a premium split between
development land and retained openspace.. Due to the site slope from the Windmill Drive boundary
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house construction will require significant cut and fill of the land to create level foundations and these
excavations will cut through the existing free draining topsoil to the subsoil clay layer which occurs about a
metre down. This will destroy any existing site drainage so any heavy rainfall will no longer be absorbed by
the land and will run off. When this includes the surface run off from concrete drives, tarmac roads patios
and roofs this will require substantial mitigating measures to cope with the intense rainfall which occurs
several time per year and leads to flooding in other areas of the borough  Although the area of land
required is unknown due to the lack of a detailed assessment it has to be placed between the
development and the edge of the Shibden valley which is either in the in the 10-metre buffer zone or the
woodland which would significantly damage the existing site ecology. There is also the risk that in heavy
rain conditions an insufficiently sized green infrastructure would overflow into the grounds of the mansion
house immediately below the development site. Green roofs can cost up to £15K per dwelling to install
depending on the type/size of roof and planting which will add a cost of around £ 700K to the
development. Add this to the cost of the mitigating drainage and the additional cost per house will make
this a very expensive development and not the affordable housing which the council is committed to
building . Highways From the local plan supporting information: "Several comments questioning the
ability of Windmill Drive to accommodate the potential number of dwellings. Current guidance indicates
that a road of this type and geometry would be suitable subject to minor mitigating measures. There are
also comments on the traffic impact and absence of traffic calculations. The Transport Assessment in any
submission would address impacts on the immediate area and identify any road layout changes.
Cumulative traffic impact is being assessed by the Council using the strategic model. Access appears to be
possible from existing residential road Windmill Drive. Although this is a minor residential street and not
designed to accommodate large numbers of additional trips. Development traffic would use Hough to
access the A6036 Bradford Rd and A58 Leeds Road in Halifax or Town Gate to access the Westercroft Lane
/ Bradford Rd crossroads in Northowram. Subject to assessment may need mitigation at Westercroft Lane /
Bradford Rd crossroads and Hipperholme crossroads."E The supporting information refers to a need to
commission a traffic assessment at submission and the cumulative traffic impact is being assessed by the
council using the strategic model. Again it appears that the site has been allocated without detailed traffic
calculations. Neither are there detailed proposals as to how the concerns of residents that the existing
road infrastructure is woefully inadequate following the new build developments which have taken place
over the last 20 years never mind the additional 100 + cars feeding into these roads both from this
development and the 28 dwellings proposed off upper lane. Even the councils supporting information
identifies that Windmill Drive is not designed to accommodate large numbers of additional trips and that is
based on existing parking and takes no account of the exponentially increasing numbers of cars on
Windmill drive as non car owning houses and bungalows are sold to multiple car owning families with a
consequent increase in on road parking. Adding a further potential 90+ car trips each way per day along a
narrow residential road would make life intolerable for residents. The above mentioned new
developments have also resulted in significantly increased the traffic flow down the Hough and along
Towngate and Lydgate along roads which were never designed for heavy or high volume traffic and there is
now the additional numbers of people wwho drive to and park outside the village shop and school. These
roads are within the Northowram conservation area and therefore there are limited options to manage the
existing traffic increase without there being any being a further traffic increase which would turn a drive
through the village into a nightmare. The only traffic calming measures in the last 20 years have been two
speed bumps by Baxter lane and the recently introduced 20mph speed limit. Therefore, the volume of
traffic travelling down the Hough to Stump cross and out along Lydgate to the crossroads with the A58 will
continue to increase naturally to potentially unmanageable quantities without the addition of proposed
Springhead development. The supporting information for development traffic quotes: "Development
traffic would use Hough to access the A6036 Bradford Rd and A58 Leeds Road in Halifax or Town Gate to
access the Westercroft Lane / Bradford Rd crossroads in Northowram. Subject to assessment may need
mitigation at Westercroft Lane / Bradford Rd crossroads and Hipperholme."® That the council should put
forward this option is hardly credible as the Highways department s has put up signs at the junction at the
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bottom of the Hough and on Lydgate stating that the whole of the stretch of road from the Hough through
the centre of the village is unsuitable for heavy vehicles. Construction traffic driving regularly through the
village centre will make the existing bottle neck along Towngate through the village almost impossible to
drive through and the turn off onto Lydgate from the A58 is dangerous for heavy vehicles due to parked
cars and existing traffic causing lorries to stop with part of the vehicle still blocking the A58. . The Hough is
almost impassable to heavy vehicles at the Stump cross junction due to parked cars and the cobbled road
part of the Hough which form a significant part of Northowram's heritage are not designed for heavy
vehicles and the passage of significant numbers of construction vehicles over it will simply accelerate the
amount of damage and decay to the cobbles. Open Space From the local plan supporting information:
"The site is currently designated as greenbelt but also performs the function of a natural/semi-natural
open space. An assessment of open space in the area shows that there are sufficient alternative
natural/semi-natural areas within the catchment of this site to meet the adopted standards. The
requirements to offset the impact of any development on existing open space facilities will be assessed on
submission of a planning application. The visual impact of any development should be considered and the
public right of way through the site should be safeguarded." An assessment of nearby open space shows
that the Springhead site is the only area which is reasonably even to walk on. There is an area of
greenspace between Springhead and the quarry, but | understand that is quarry land and access is
prevented for many people by deep ditches dug to keep people out. The Shibden valley although crossed
by footpaths is a sloping area not suitable for all walkers and beyond that is farmland. There is public open
space in the village however there is conflict between its different uses as a public play area, football pitch
and dog walking area So to summarise Springhead is the best greenspace area and the suggested
alternatives are not suitable for everyone and if the quarry reopens as has been suggested the some of the
areas of open space will become out of bounds to walkers. Site ecology From the local plan supporting
information: "Reduce developable land by providing a buffer of 10m around the site and around the
woodland within the site. Retain the vegetation within these buffers and supplementary plant with locally
native shrubs. Perform protected species survey. Restore an area of lowland meadow to be used as open
space by supplementary planting with appropriate species and management."R The site has a significant
number of mature beech, sycamore and oak trees spread across the site and forms part of the green
corridor along the Shibden valley. The site has an incredibly rich diversity of wildlife some of which are
resident on the site and some pass through along the corridor. The flora and fauna have developed over a
long period of time and use the whole area as a food source or a home. The plant species have grown and
adapted to the microclimate of the site. It is therefore naive to assume that the species will adapt to a
narrow 10 metre corridor around the edge of an urban development rather than a wide-open space.
Especially as the 10m buffer zone will become a narrow corridor hemmed in on both sides by garden
boundary walls and fences which will create a different micro climate than the open space. The suggestion
to plant locally native shrubs is misguided as the existing wildlife is supported by the matured landscape of
th Springhead site and the proposed shrubs may not be compatible with the needs of the existing wildlife.
For instance there are no broom or gorse plants growing on this site yet these naturally occur in the
adjacent quarry land and support different species compared to the flora of Springhaed Also the wear
and tear on the buffer zone will be increased as people use it as a linear dog walking path disturbing what
little wildlife will be left. Some of the species that form part of the fauna are protected so the management
of the site also assumes that these protected species will be able to cope with the upheaval and disruption
to their natural habitat by over a year of construction noise, traffic and disturbance and it also assumes
that the protected species habitat will fall neatly into the 10m bufferzone. Why bulldoze an existing habitat
and then try to recreate it at considerable expense in the knowledge that the replacement is likely to fail
and will not provide the free roaming wildlife habitat currently enjoyed by the wildlife at Springhead
Conclusion The council has spent a lot of time and effort successfully gathering the views of the residents
of Calderdale through three consultation processes and in the local plan it states that the plan should
reflect the needs and priorities of their communities, contribute to enhancing our natural, built and
historic environment and as part of this helping to improve biodiversity, and that the final plan
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demonstrates how comments made have influenced the final plan. Given the views of the residents in
the 2011 consultation, the 181 comments on the online 2017 consultation and the 90+ comments on the
current 2018 it is clear that the council is ignoring its own consultation process. The site remains allocated
despite overwhelming evidence through the consultation process that residents consider that the
Springhead development delivers none of the above and will actually have a significant impact on the lives
of the community through loss of greenbelt, loss of community open space, intolerable increases in traffic
levels and consequent air pollution and recommending immediate development of a greenbelt site before
as outlined in the supporting information'all brownfield or underutilised land should developed before
considering the greenbelt at Springhead' as evidenced in the final line of the supporting documentation
that' the landowner has confirmed that the site is available immediately

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

Suggested Modifications:

In order to preserve the quality and character of the community of Northowram, this site should be
removed from the Local Plan as there is little available evidence to demonstrate that the proposed
management and mitigation measures for the site will be able to address the impacts the development of
Springhead as housing will have on the village of Northowram and surrounding areas .

Additional Evidence Link:

Comment ID APX1022 Site ref (if applicable): LP0221
Person ID: 1183708 Name: Mrs Susan Grogan 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:

Below are my comments as to why | consider the Local Plan is unsound GREENBELT The Greenbelt
assessment is incorrect because it states that the site does not fulfil Purpose Il of the five purposes of
greenbelt ("To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment). The land is tranquil and the Site
Assessment correctly identifies that it has both a Wildlife and Ecological Designation therefore | submit
that it clearly fulfils Purpose Ill. The Greenbelt assessment is incorrect because it states that the site does
not fulfil Purpose IV of the five purposes of greenbelt ["To preserve the setting and Character of Historic
Towns]. If the site is removed from Greenbelt the inevitable development traffic passing through the
narrow streets of the nearby Conservation Area, would have a negative impact on the significance and
setting of the Conservation Area and listed buildings within it. (See also my comments below under
Highways Development Management and Conservation/Heritage). NPPF para 83 requires that "exceptional
circumstances"@nust be demonstrated before land is taken out of the Greenbelt. No such circumstances
have been stated therefore the proposal is non-compliant. NPPF para 84 requires a review of Greenbelt
boundaries to take account of the need to promote sustainable development. Distant as it is from access
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to normal services this site is NOT sustainable and therefore the proposal is non-compliant. HIGHWAYS
DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT Highways DM have stated that Development traffic would use either
Hough or Towngate to access the A58 or A6036. | disagree with the view of Highways DM that the
Hough/A58 junction is in any way suitable to allow HGV access/egress to this site. Hough is a very steep,
narrow, cobbled street with a sharp, blind bend. Cars parked near the A58 junction make it especially
narrow. Towngate is a narrow street with resident's cars necessarily parked on both sides, frequently
leading to traffic congestion. It also has a pinch point and speed bumps to restrict traffic flow. Hough and
Towngate are signed as being "unsuitable for HGV's and both streets pass through the Northowram
Conservation Area which would inevitably suffer through increased volumes of development and
residential traffic. Highways DM have only considered the increased amount of residential traffic on
Windmill Drive, they have failed to give any consideration to its suitability to accommodate development
traffic, for which it is totally unsuitable. CONSERVATION/ECOLOGY The site contains two types of UK BAP
Priority Habitats i.e. Deciduous Woodland and Lowland Meadow. The woodland is primarily Oak, but other
deciduous species exist. The habitats are spread consistently across the entire site so it is erroneous and
misleading to suggest that they are restricted to discreet pockets within the site or at the site margins. The
assessment calls for a 10m buffer zone around the site boundary and, importantly, around the woodland
within the site. However, this has not been reflected in the proposed developable area shown on the site
allocation, which only allows for a buffer zone around the site boundary and ignores large areas of
deciduous woodland within the site. The site assessment calls for a Protected Species Report but, given
that the site is Greenbelt, the site should not be allocated until such a report has been produced and a full
understanding is reached on the impact of development on any species present. The site is locally
important as a tranquil area used for walking and gentle recreation. It is criss-crossed by several informal
footpaths and there is a Public Right of Way across the northern end of the site. Because the site is
tranquil, contains the two BAP Priority Habitats and is easily accessible, it is an important Green
Infrastructure Asset for Northowram, something that the Local Plan claims to promote and preserve
through its various Gl policies but does nothing to support with this proposed allocation.
CONSERVATION/HERITAGE Conservation (Heritage) comments have failed to consider the full impact of the
proposed allocation in the context of Highways DM proposals. Highways DM propose that development
traffic will use Towngate and Hough to access/egress the site. Both streets pass through the Northowram
Conservation Area. Towngate is a narrow village street, already suffering congestion from cars and along
which are several listed buildings fronting the street. Hough is a very steep, in places narrow, cobbled
street. Both Towngate and Hough are signed as being unsuitable for HGV's which would be ignored if
development traffic has to pass along it, to the possible detriment to Heritage Assets. ACCESSIBILITY The
journey times given in the Site Assessment are significantly underestimated and ignore the less mobile
members of society. For example, the journey time to town centre is shown as "less than 15mins"REUsing
the WY Metro'Journey Planner' and for the elderly, disabled or young families walking slowly the time is
40mins and involves a walking journey of 800m to the nearest frequent bus stop. Similarly, the Journey
time to GP is shown as "less than 15mins"BAs there is no suitable bus route to the nearest GP surgery this
journey must be made on foot. For the elderly, disabled or young families walking slowly this will take
24mins and involve a walking distance of 1.2km. Clearly these accessibility times ignore the less mobile
members of society and, rather than promoting the use of Sustainable transport, will force more people to
use car journeys to and from these increasingly inaccessible sites. SUSTAINABILITY The Sustainability
Assessment only scores 4'positive' outcomes out of 17 but two of these positive results are based on the
seriously flawed Accessibility scores so must be disregarded (see my Accessibility comments above). How
can the site be regarded as sustainable when it has only 2 positive scores out of a possible 177

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:
This site should be removed from the Local Plan.

Additional Evidence Link:

Comment ID APX1024 Site ref (if applicable): LP0221
Person ID: 1183552 Name: Mr Chris Turner 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:

Below are my comments as to why | consider the Local Plan is unsound GREENBELT The Greenbelt
assessment is incorrect because it states that the site does not fulfil Purpose Il of the five purposes of
greenbelt ("To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment). The land is tranquil and the Site
Assessment correctly identifies that it has both a Wildlife and Ecological Designation therefore | submit
that it clearly fulfils Purpose Ill. The Greenbelt assessment is incorrect because it states that the site does
not fulfil Purpose IV of the five purposes of greenbelt ["To preserve the setting and Character of Historic
Towns]. If the site is removed from Greenbelt the inevitable development traffic passing through the
narrow streets of the nearby Conservation Area, would have a negative impact on the significance and
setting of the Conservation Area and listed buildings within it. (See also my comments below under
Highways Development Management and Conservation/Heritage). NPPF para 83 requires that "exceptional
circumstances"@nust be demonstrated before land is taken out of the Greenbelt. No such circumstances
have been stated therefore the proposal is non-compliant. NPPF para 84 requires a review of Greenbelt
boundaries to take account of the need to promote sustainable development. Distant as it is from access
to normal services this site is NOT sustainable and therefore the proposal is non-compliant. HIGHWAYS
DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT Highways DM have stated that Development traffic would use either
Hough or Towngate to access the A58 or A6036. | disagree with the view of Highways DM that the
Hough/A58 junction is in any way suitable to allow HGV access/egress to this site. Hough is a very steep,
narrow, cobbled street with a sharp, blind bend. Cars parked near the A58 junction make it especially
narrow. Towngate is a narrow street with resident's cars necessarily parked on both sides, frequently
leading to traffic congestion. It also has a pinch point and speed bumps to restrict traffic flow. Hough and
Towngate are signed as being "unsuitable for HGV's and both streets pass through the Northowram
Conservation Area which would inevitably suffer through increased volumes of development and
residential traffic. Highways DM have only considered the increased amount of residential traffic on
Windmill Drive, they have failed to give any consideration to its suitability to accommodate development
traffic, for which it is totally unsuitable. CONSERVATION/ECOLOGY The site contains two types of UK BAP
Priority Habitats i.e. Deciduous Woodland and Lowland Meadow. The woodland is primarily Oak, but other
deciduous species exist. The habitats are spread consistently across the entire site so it is erroneous and
misleading to suggest that they are restricted to discreet pockets within the site or at the site margins. The
assessment calls for a 10m buffer zone around the site boundary and, importantly, around the woodland
within the site. However, this has not been reflected in the proposed developable area shown on the site
allocation, which only allows for a buffer zone around the site boundary and ignores large areas of
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deciduous woodland within the site. The site assessment calls for a Protected Species Report but, given
that the site is Greenbelt, the site should not be allocated until such a report has been produced and a full
understanding is reached on the impact of development on any species present. The site is locally
important as a tranquil area used for walking and gentle recreation. It is criss-crossed by several informal
footpaths and there is a Public Right of Way across the northern end of the site. Because the site is
tranquil, contains the two BAP Priority Habitats and is easily accessible, it is an important Green
Infrastructure Asset for Northowram, something that the Local Plan claims to promote and preserve
through its various Gl policies but does nothing to support with this proposed allocation.
CONSERVATION/HERITAGE Conservation (Heritage) comments have failed to consider the full impact of the
proposed allocation in the context of Highways DM proposals. Highways DM propose that development
traffic will use Towngate and Hough to access/egress the site. Both streets pass through the Northowram
Conservation Area. Towngate is a narrow village street, already suffering congestion from cars and along
which are several listed buildings fronting the street. Hough is a very steep, in places narrow, cobbled
street. Both Towngate and Hough are signed as being unsuitable for HGV's which would be ignored if
development traffic has to pass along it, to the possible detriment to Heritage Assets. ACCESSIBILITY The
journey times given in the Site Assessment are significantly underestimated and ignore the less mobile
members of society. For example, the journey time to town centre is shown as "less than 15mins"REUsing
the WY Metro'Journey Planner' and for the elderly, disabled or young families walking slowly the time is
40mins and involves a walking journey of 800m to the nearest frequent bus stop. Similarly, the Journey
time to GP is shown as "less than 15mins"BAs there is no suitable bus route to the nearest GP surgery this
journey must be made on foot. For the elderly, disabled or young families walking slowly this will take
24mins and involve a walking distance of 1.2km. Clearly these accessibility times ignore the less mobile
members of society and, rather than promoting the use of Sustainable transport, will force more people to
use car journeys to and from these increasingly inaccessible sites. SUSTAINABILITY The Sustainability
Assessment only scores 4'positive' outcomes out of 17 but two of these positive results are based on the
seriously flawed Accessibility scores so must be disregarded (see my Accessibility comments above). How
can the site be regarded as sustainable when it has only 2 positive scores out of a possible 17°?

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

Duty to Co-operate Reason:

Suggested Modifications:
This site should be removed from the Local Plan.

Additional Evidence Link:

Comment ID APX1026 Site ref (if applicable): LP0221
Person ID: 1183570 Name: Mr Bryan Hall 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
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Sound Reason:

Below are my comments as to why | consider the Local Plan is unsound GREENBELT The Greenbelt
assessment is incorrect because it states that the site does not fulfil Purpose Il of the five purposes of
greenbelt ("To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment). The land is tranquil and the Site
Assessment correctly identifies that it has both a Wildlife and Ecological Designation therefore | submit
that it clearly fulfils Purpose Ill. The Greenbelt assessment is incorrect because it states that the site does
not fulfil Purpose IV of the five purposes of greenbelt ["To preserve the setting and Character of Historic
Towns]. If the site is removed from Greenbelt the inevitable development traffic passing through the
narrow streets of the nearby Conservation Area, would have a negative impact on the significance and
setting of the Conservation Area and listed buildings within it. (See also my comments below under
Highways Development Management and Conservation/Heritage). NPPF para 83 requires that "exceptional
circumstances"@nust be demonstrated before land is taken out of the Greenbelt. No such circumstances
have been stated therefore the proposal is non-compliant. NPPF para 84 requires a review of Greenbelt
boundaries to take account of the need to promote sustainable development. Distant as it is from access
to normal services this site is NOT sustainable and therefore the proposal is non-compliant. HIGHWAYS
DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT Highways DM have stated that Development traffic would use either
Hough or Towngate to access the A58 or A6036. | disagree with the view of Highways DM that the
Hough/A58 junction is in any way suitable to allow HGV access/egress to this site. Hough is a very steep,
narrow, cobbled street with a sharp, blind bend. Cars parked near the A58 junction make it especially
narrow. Towngate is a narrow street with resident's cars necessarily parked on both sides, frequently
leading to traffic congestion. It also has a pinch point and speed bumps to restrict traffic flow. Hough and
Towngate are signed as being "unsuitable for HGV's and both streets pass through the Northowram
Conservation Area which would inevitably suffer through increased volumes of development and
residential traffic. Highways DM have only considered the increased amount of residential traffic on
Windmill Drive, they have failed to give any consideration to its suitability to accommodate development
traffic, for which it is totally unsuitable. CONSERVATION/ECOLOGY The site contains two types of UK BAP
Priority Habitats i.e. Deciduous Woodland and Lowland Meadow. The woodland is primarily Oak, but other
deciduous species exist. The habitats are spread consistently across the entire site so it is erroneous and
misleading to suggest that they are restricted to discreet pockets within the site or at the site margins. The
assessment calls for a 10m buffer zone around the site boundary and, importantly, around the woodland
within the site. However, this has not been reflected in the proposed developable area shown on the site
allocation, which only allows for a buffer zone around the site boundary and ignores large areas of
deciduous woodland within the site. The site assessment calls for a Protected Species Report but, given
that the site is Greenbelt, the site should not be allocated until such a report has been produced and a full
understanding is reached on the impact of development on any species present. The site is locally
important as a tranquil area used for walking and gentle recreation. It is criss-crossed by several informal
footpaths and there is a Public Right of Way across the northern end of the site. Because the site is
tranquil, contains the two BAP Priority Habitats and is easily accessible, it is an important Green
Infrastructure Asset for Northowram, something that the Local Plan claims to promote and preserve
through its various Gl policies but does nothing to support with this proposed allocation.
CONSERVATION/HERITAGE Conservation (Heritage) comments have failed to consider the full impact of the
proposed allocation in the context of Highways DM proposals. Highways DM propose that development
traffic will use Towngate and Hough to access/egress the site. Both streets pass through the Northowram
Conservation Area. Towngate is a narrow village street, already suffering congestion from cars and along
which are several listed buildings fronting the street. Hough is a very steep, in places narrow, cobbled
street. Both Towngate and Hough are signed as being unsuitable for HGV's which would be ignored if
development traffic has to pass along it, to the possible detriment to Heritage Assets. ACCESSIBILITY The
journey times given in the Site Assessment are significantly underestimated and ignore the less mobile
members of society. For example, the journey time to town centre is shown as "less than 15mins"BUsing
the WY Metro'Journey Planner' and for the elderly, disabled or young families walking slowly the time is
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40mins and involves a walking journey of 800m to the nearest frequent bus stop. Similarly, the Journey
time to GP is shown as "less than 15mins"[EAs there is no suitable bus route to the nearest GP surgery this
journey must be made on foot. For the elderly, disabled or young families walking slowly this will take
24mins and involve a walking distance of 1.2km. Clearly these accessibility times ignore the less mobile
members of society and, rather than promoting the use of Sustainable transport, will force more people to
use car journeys to and from these increasingly inaccessible sites. SUSTAINABILITY The Sustainability
Assessment only scores 4'positive' outcomes out of 17 but two of these positive results are based on the
seriously flawed Accessibility scores so must be disregarded (see my Accessibility comments above). How
can the site be regarded as sustainable when it has only 2 positive scores out of a possible 17°?

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

Suggested Modifications:
This site should be removed from the Local Plan

Additional Evidence Link:

Comment ID APX103 Site ref (if applicable): LP0221
Person ID: 1126252 Name: Mrs Pauline Pye 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 Greenbelt assessment is incorrect because it states that the site does not fulfil Purpose Il of the five
purposes of greenbelt ( "To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment) . The land is
tranquil and the Site Assessment correctly identifies that it has both a Wildlife and Ecological Designation
therefore | submit that it clearly fulfils Purpose Ill. The Greenbelt assessment is incorrect because it states
that the site does not fulfil Purpose IV of the five purposes of greenbelt [" To preserve the setting and
Character of Historic Towns] . The Greenbelt assessment is incorrect because it states that the site does
not fulfil Purpose Ill of the five purposes of greenbelt ( "To assist in safeguarding the countryside from
encroachment) . The land is tranquil and the Site Assessment correctly identifies that it has both a Wildlife
and Ecological Designation therefore | submit that it clearly fulfils Purpose lll. The Greenbelt assessment is
incorrect because it states that the site does not fulfil Purpose IV of the five purposes of greenbelt [" To
preserve the setting and Character of Historic Towns] . If the site is removed from Greenbelt the inevitable
development traffic passing through the narrow streets of the nearby Conservation Area, would have a
negative impact on the significance and setting of the Conservation Area and listed buildings within it. (See
also my comments below under Highways Development Management and Conservation/Heritage). The
site is locally important as a tranquil area used for walking and gentle recreation. It is criss-crossed by
several informal footpaths and there is a Public Right of Way across the northern end of the site. Because
the site is tranquil, contains the two BAP Priority Habitats and is easily accessible, it is an important Green

23



Infrastructure Asset for Northowram, something that the Local Plan claims to promote and preserve
through its various Gl policies but does nothing to support with this proposed allocation. The infrastructure
of the whole area is threatened because of the narrow streets and accessessibility. Vehicles have great
difficulty now nbefore further additional traffic caused by the new proposed developments. The local
services. e.g schools and doctors are over subscribed meaning that new residents will have to travel out of
the are increasing traffic demands. Similarly, the Journey time to GP is shown as "less than 15mins"E As
there is no suitable bus route to the nearest GP surgery this journey must be made on foot. For the elderly,
disabled or young families walking slowly this will take 24mins and involve a walking distance of 1.2km.
Clearly these accessibility times ignore the less mobile members of society and, rather than promoting the
use of Sustainable transport, will force more people to use car journeys to and from these increasingly
inaccessible sites.

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

Suggested Modifications:
This site should be removed from the Local Plan

Additional Evidence Link:

Comment ID APX1031 Site ref (if applicable): LP0221
Person ID: 1182489 Name: Mr John Faulkes Organisation:
Agent ID: Name: Organisation:

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

Legal Compliance Reason:

How are we (as laymen) expected to know the ins and outs of planning law? A few years ago | was offered
a chance to buy the land behind 90 Windmill drive. When | contacted the planning department | was told
in no uncertain terms that | should stay clear because as far as planning was concerned any expansion
would be contrary to the authorities green belt policy. How has this changed?

Do you consider the plan to be Sound?: No

Sound Reason:
So more cars you must be joking!! How are we going to move? The whole plan should be scrapped. How
may planning offers have visited the site?

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

Additional Evidence Link:
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Comment ID APX1041 Site ref (if applicable): LP0221

Person ID: 1183832 Name: Mrs Julie King 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:

Below are my comments as to why | consider the Local Plan is unsound GREENBELT The Site Assessment
acknowledges that this site performs strongly against the five purposes of Greenbelt, fulfilling four of the
five purposes. However, due to its proximity to the listed buildings at 3-7 Cock Hill, it also fulfils Purpose
IV"“"To preserve the setting and special character of historic towns"BAs a site that fulfils ALL FIVE
purposes, this site should not be removed from the Greenbelt. NPPF 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. It is difficult to see how there may be exceptional circumstances in favour of
development when there are dozens of small sites in urban areas that have been omitted simply on the
grounds of their plot size. NPPF para 84 requires a review of Greenbelt boundaries to take account of the
need to promote sustainable development. Distant as it is from access to normal services this site is NOT
sustainable and therefore the proposal is non-compliant. Highways Development Management Access to
the site will be from Cock Hill Lane, either from the north via High Cross Lane or the south via West
Street/Shelf Hall Lane. From either direction, but particularly from the south, Cock Hill Lane is a narrow
country lane between dry stone walls, with NO FOOTWAY for its entire length except a short section on
one side near the junction with West Street. The lane is narrow, steep in places with blind bends at the
narrowest, steepest parts. On the steep, blind bends it is reduced to single track due to necessarily parked
cars. It has a 60mph speed limit (reduced to 20mph only near West Street junction) and widely spaced
street lighting consistent with non-urban lighting. It is totally unsuitable for increased volumes of traffic
sharing space with pedestrians. Pedestrians accessing the nearest junior school or public bus stop would
have to share Cock Hill Lane with the fast-moving traffic but without the benefit of a footway for their safe
passage. Linking this site to LP1543 (as seems necessary according to Highways DM's site assessment) will
give access to 495 additional houses onto Cock Hill Lane. In their assessment of LP1543, Highways DM have
stated "“ "Cock Hill Lane could provide a link through to the adjacent site [LP1543] but couldn't
accommodate traffic from the whole site "“ 330 dwellings. This is because of the impact on West Street
and Cross Lane to the south."Btrangely Highways DM have failed to raise similar comments against

LP0782 which would also be accessed via Cockhill Lane and would increase the number of dwellings to 495.
Highways DM have stated (in separate assessments) that the access points on both sites would not be able
to cope with the increased traffic, yet they seem unwilling or unable to admit that development of these
sites is unsustainable. There are some common features in the assessments of LP1543 and 0782 (either
singly or linked together). Most notably that proposals for site access are very often unrealistic or very
difficult, and then that the cumulative impact on the local highway network has either not been assessed,
or where a judgement about the capacity of the LHN has been made it is unrealistic when considering such
factors as the narrowness of individual roads, absence of pavements, difficult junctions etc. Conservation
(Heritage) Listed Buildings at 3-7 Cockhill Lane are adjacent to the site and would be severely affected by
development and the site access. Because the site is fairly flat next to Cock Hill Lane, a simple buffer strip
as proposed is not enough to reduce the impact on the listed buildings. Demolition of existing dry-stone
walls to create an access and ANY building on this site will have a severe impact on the setting of the listed
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buildings. Conservation (Ecology) The site is farmland, currently used for grazing and hay production. It
supports a wide variety of wildlife but more importantly it supports a priority species listed in the
Calderdale Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) [2003-2010, awaiting update]. The site assessment calls for
mitigation in the form of the creation of areas of unimproved, species rich grassland but the Plan does not
say how and where this will be created in the local area. You cannot simply expect wildlife to
accommodate development by moving to another field when their habitat is destroyed. Why try to re-
create (perhaps unsuccessfully) habitat elsewhere when we have a perfectly acceptable one on this site
that has existed for generations. Accessibility | agree with the'Distance to Bus Stop' of between 400m and
2km. However, | disagree with several of the RAG scorings for journey times, notably'Journey time to Town
Centre' which is shown as "between 15 and 30mins"EReferring to the WYMETRO'Journey Planner’
software, this gives a total journey time to town centre of 40-41mins at a.m. peak time, Mon to Fri. far
greater than the'between 15 and 30mins' stated in the Accessibility RAG scores. The total journey time
increases to 42-46mins during a.m. off-peak when you might expect elderly or non-working people to
travel. Similarly, the'Distance to Primary School' RAG scoring of'less than 15mins' is incorrect. The nearest
Primary School is Shelf J&I. There are no public bus services from the site to the school and the shortest
route will be via Cockhill Lane/Shelf Hall Lane. Again, using the WYMETRO software the journey time is
25mins, not the "less than 15 mins"Btated in the Accessibility RAG scoring. However, what the
Accessibility RAG scoring has also failed to take account of is that Cockhill Lane is a narrow country lane
between dry stone walls, with NO FOOTWAY for its entire length except a short section on one side near
the junction with West Street. The lane is narrow, steep in places with blind bends at the narrowest,
steepest parts. On the steep, blind bends it is reduced to single track due to necessarily parked cars. It has
a 60mph speed limit and widely spaced street lighting consistent with non-urban lighting. It is totally
unsuitable for increased volumes of traffic sharing space with pedestrians, most notably elderly, disabled
or school children. Putting aside journey times for the moment, forcing pedestrians to use Cockhill Lane as
an access route to school and bus stops is utterly irresponsible and will have disastrous consequences for
their safety and is ultimately UNSUSTAINABLE. Sustainability The Sustainability Assessment only scores
4'positive' outcomes out of 17 but two of these positive results are based on the seriously flawed
Accessibility scores so must be disregarded (see my Accessibility comments above). How can the site be
regarded as sustainable when it has only 2 positive scores out of a possible 17? Open space When
considering the loss of open space, it is seriously flawed to consider that loss of the site will be felt only by
residents adjacent to the site. Of course, there may be other open space within the catchment of this site
to act as compensation. What the assessment fails to realise is that the site itself forms part of the
catchment of other areas of Shelf, it is those areas that are losing access to open space. Can the council not
see that, as the settlement boundary expands then open space grows ever more distant from existing
housing.

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

Suggested Modifications:
This site should be removed from the Local Plan

Additional Evidence Link:

Comment ID APX105 Site ref (if applicable): LP0221

Person ID: 1122891 Name: Mr Anthony Pye 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:

The Greenbelt assessment is incorrect because it states that the site does not fulfil Purpose Il of the five
purposes of greenbelt ( "To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment) . The land is
tranquil and the Site Assessment correctly identifies that it has both a Wildlife and Ecological Designation
therefore | submit that it clearly fulfils Purpose lll. The Greenbelt assessment is incorrect because it states
that the site does not fulfil Purpose IV of the five purposes of greenbelt [" To preserve the setting and
Character of Historic Towns] . If the site is removed from Greenbelt the inevitable development traffic
passing through the narrow streets of the nearby Conservation Area, would have a negative impact on the
significance and setting of the Conservation Area and listed buildings within it. (See also my comments
below under Highways Development Management and Conservation/Heritage). The infrastructure of the
village has not been taken into account in sufficient detail therefore, the huge increase in traffic will cause
increasing difficulties. The roads are very narrow not allowing vehicles to pass safely and increasing the
dangers to pedestrians, especially children walking to school. The local services are presently
oversubscribed meaning new residents will have to travel out of the area for schools and doctors adding to
the difficult raodmanagement system at present. The environment will suffer asathere is an abundent
wildlife in the area. Highways DM have stated that Development traffic would use either Hough or
Towngate to access the A58 or A6036. | disagree with the view of Highways DM that the Hough/A58
junction is in any way suitable to allow HGV access/egress to this site. Hough is a very steep, narrow,
cobbled street with a sharp, blind bend. Cars parked near the A58 junction make it especially narrow.
Towngate is a narrow street with resident's cars necessarily parked on both sides, frequently leading to
traffic congestion. It also has a pinch point and speed bumps to restrict traffic flow. Hough and Towngate
are signed as being "unsuitable for HGV's and both streets pass through the Northowram Conservation
Area which would inevitably suffer through increased volumes of development and residential traffic.
Highways DM have only considered the increased amount of residential traffic on Windmill Drive, they
have failed to give any consideration to its suitability to accommodate development traffic, for which it is
totally unsuitable. The site contains two types of UK BAP Priority Habitats i.e. Deciduous Woodland and
Lowland Meadow. The woodland is primarily Oak, but other deciduous species exist. The habitats are
spread consistently across the entire site so it is erroneous and misleading to suggest that they are
restricted to discreet pockets within the site or at the site margins. The assessment calls for a 10m buffer
zone around the site boundary and, importantly, around the woodland within the site. However, this has
not been reflected in the proposed developable area shown on the site allocation, which only allows for a
buffer zone around the site boundary and ignores large areas of deciduous woodland within the site. The
site assessment calls for a Protected Species Report but, given that the site is Greenbelt, the site should
not be allocated until such a report has been produced and a full understanding is reached on the impact
of development on any species present. The site is locally important as a tranquil area used for walking and
gentle recreation. It is criss-crossed by several informal footpaths and there is a Public Right of Way across
the northern end of the site. Because the site is tranquil, contains the two BAP Priority Habitats and is
easily accessible, it is an important Green Infrastructure Asset for Northowram, something that the Local
Plan claims to promote and preserve through its various Gl policies but does nothing to support with this
proposed allocation. Conservation (Heritage) comments have failed to consider the full impact of the
proposed allocation in the context of Highways DM proposals. Highways DM propose that development
traffic will use Towngate and Hough to access/egress the site. Both streets pass through the Northowram
Conservation Area. Towngate is a narrow village street, already suffering congestion from cars and along
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which are several listed buildings fronting the street. Hough is a very steep, in places narrow, cobbled
street. Both Towngate and Hough are signed as being unsuitable for HGV's which would be ignored if
development traffic has to pass along it, to the possible detriment to Heritage Assets. The journey times
given in the Site Assessment are significantly underestimated and ignore the less mobile members of
society. For example, the journey time to town centre is shown as "less than 15mins"R Using the WY
Metro'Journey Planner' and for the elderly, disabled or young families walking slowly the time is 40mins
and involves a walking journey of 800m to the nearest frequent bus stop. Similarly, the Journey time to GP
is shown as "less than 15mins"(E As there is no suitable bus route to the nearest GP surgery this journey
must be made on foot. For the elderly, disabled or young families walking slowly this will take 24mins and
involve a walking distance of 1.2km. Clearly these accessibility times ignore the less mobile members of
society and, rather than promoting the use of Sustainable transport, will force more people to use car
journeys to and from these increasingly inaccessible sites. The Sustainability Assessment only scores
4'positive’ outcomes out of 17 but two of these positive results are based on the seriously flawed
Accessibility scores so must be disregarded (see my Accessibility comments above). How can the site be
regarded as sustainable when it has only 2 positive scores out of a possible 177

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

Suggested Modifications:
This site should be removed from the Local Plan

Additional Evidence Link:

Comment ID APX109 Site ref (if applicable): LP0221
Person ID: 1094062 Name: Miss Helga Oates 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:

Below are my comments as to why | consider the Local Plan is unsound GREENBELT The Greenbelt
assessment is incorrect because it states that the site does not fulfil Purpose Il of the five purposes of
greenbelt ( "To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment) . The land is tranquil and the
Site Assessment correctly identifies that it has both a Wildlife and Ecological Designation therefore | submit
that it clearly fulfils Purpose Ill. The Greenbelt assessment is incorrect because it states that the site does
not fulfil Purpose IV of the five purposes of greenbelt [" To preserve the setting and Character of Historic
Towns] . If the site is removed from Greenbelt the inevitable development traffic passing through the
narrow streets of the nearby Conservation Area, would have a negative impact on the significance and
setting of the Conservation Area and listed buildings within it. (See also my comments below under
Highways Development Management and Conservation/Heritage). NPPF para 83 requires that "exceptional
circumstances"@nust be demonstrated before land is taken out of the Greenbelt. No such circumstances
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have been stated therefore the proposal is non-compliant. NPPF para 84 requires a review of Greenbelt
boundaries to take account of the need to promote sustainable development. Distant as it is from access
to normal services this site is NOT sustainable and therefore the proposal is non-compliant. Highways
Development Management Highways DM have stated that Development traffic would use either Hough or
Towngate to access the A58 or A6036. | disagree with the view of Highways DM that the Hough/A58
junction is in any way suitable to allow HGV access/egress to this site. Hough is a very steep, narrow,
cobbled street with a sharp, blind bend. Cars parked near the A58 junction make it especially narrow.
Towngate is a narrow street with resident's cars necessarily parked on both sides, frequently leading to
traffic congestion. It also has a pinch point and speed bumps to restrict traffic flow. Hough and Towngate
are signed as being "unsuitable for HGV's and both streets pass through the Northowram Conservation
Area which would inevitably suffer through increased volumes of development and residential traffic.
Highways DM have only considered the increased amount of residential traffic on Windmill Drive, they
have failed to give any consideration to its suitability to accommodate development traffic, for which it is
totally unsuitable. Conservation/Ecology The site contains two types of UK BAP Priority Habitats i.e.
Deciduous Woodland and Lowland Meadow. The woodland is primarily Oak, but other deciduous species
exist. The habitats are spread consistently across the entire site so it is erroneous and misleading to
suggest that they are restricted to discreet pockets within the site or at the site margins. The assessment
calls for a 10m buffer zone around the site boundary and, importantly, around the woodland within the
site. However, this has not been reflected in the proposed developable area shown on the site allocation,
which only allows for a buffer zone around the site boundary and ignores large areas of deciduous
woodland within the site. The site assessment calls for a Protected Species Report but, given that the site is
Greenbelt, the site should not be allocated until such a report has been produced and a full understanding
is reached on the impact of development on any species present. The site is locally important as a tranquil
area used for walking and gentle recreation. It is criss-crossed by several informal footpaths and there is a
Public Right of Way across the northern end of the site. Because the site is tranquil, contains the two BAP
Priority Habitats and is easily accessible, it is an important Green Infrastructure Asset for Northowram,
something that the Local Plan claims to promote and preserve through its various Gl policies but does
nothing to support with this proposed allocation. Conservation/Heritage Conservation (Heritage)
comments have failed to consider the full impact of the proposed allocation in the context of Highways DM
proposals. Highways DM propose that development traffic will use Towngate and Hough to access/egress
the site. Both streets pass through the Northowram Conservation Area. Towngate is a narrow village
street, already suffering congestion from cars and along which are several listed buildings fronting the
street. Hough is a very steep, in places narrow, cobbled street. Both Towngate and Hough are signed as
being unsuitable for HGV's which would be ignored if development traffic has to pass along it, to the
possible detriment to Heritage Assets. Accessibility The journey times given in the Site Assessment are
significantly underestimated and ignore the less mobile members of society. For example, the journey time
to town centre is shown as "less than 15mins"R Using the WY Metro'Journey Planner' and for the elderly,
disabled or young families walking slowly the time is 40mins and involves a walking journey of 800m to the
nearest frequent bus stop. Similarly, the Journey time to GP is shown as "less than 15mins"R As there is

no suitable bus route to the nearest GP surgery this journey must be made on foot. For the elderly,
disabled or young families walking slowly this will take 24mins and involve a walking distance of 1.2km.
Clearly these accessibility times ignore the less mobile members of society and, rather than promoting the
use of Sustainable transport, will force more people to use car journeys to and from these increasingly
inaccessible sites. Sustainability The Sustainability Assessment only scores 4'positive' outcomes out of 17
but two of these positive results are based on the seriously flawed Accessibility scores so must be
disregarded (see my Accessibility comments above). How can the site be regarded as sustainable when it
has only 2 positive scores out of a possible 17?

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:
This site should be removed from the Local Plan

Additional Evidence Link:

Comment ID APX114 Site ref (if applicable): LP0221
Person ID: 1121795 Name: Mr Mark Powell 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:

GREENBELT The Greenbelt assessment is incorrect because it states that the site does not fulfil Purpose i
of the five purposes of greenbelt ( "To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment) . The
land is tranquil and the Site Assessment correctly identifies that it has both a Wildlife and Ecological
Designation therefore | submit that it clearly fulfils Purpose Ill. The Greenbelt assessment is incorrect
because it states that the site does not fulfil Purpose IV of the five purposes of greenbelt [" To preserve the
setting and Character of Historic Towns] . If the site is removed from Greenbelt the inevitable development
traffic passing through the narrow streets of the nearby Conservation Area, would have a negative impact
on the significance and setting of the Conservation Area and listed buildings within it. (See also my
comments below under Highways Development Management and Conservation/Heritage). NPPF para 83
requires that "exceptional circumstances"@nust be demonstrated before land is taken out of the
Greenbelt. No such circumstances have been stated therefore the proposal is non-compliant. NPPF para 84
requires a review of Greenbelt boundaries to take account of the need to promote sustainable
development. Distant as it is from access to normal services this site is NOT sustainable and therefore the
proposal is non-compliant. Highways Development Management Highways DM have stated that
Development traffic would use either Hough or Towngate to access the A58 or A6036. | disagree with the
view of Highways DM that the Hough/A58 junction is in any way suitable to allow HGV access/egress to this
site. Hough is a very steep, narrow, cobbled street with a sharp, blind bend. Cars parked near the A58
junction make it especially narrow. Towngate is a narrow street with resident's cars necessarily parked on
both sides, frequently leading to traffic congestion. It also has a pinch point and speed bumps to restrict
traffic flow. Hough and Towngate are signed as being "unsuitable for HGV's and both streets pass through
the Northowram Conservation Area which would inevitably suffer through increased volumes of
development and residential traffic. Highways DM have only considered the increased amount of
residential traffic on Windmill Drive, they have failed to give any consideration to its suitability to
accommodate development traffic, for which it is totally unsuitable. Conservation/Ecology The site
contains two types of UK BAP Priority Habitats i.e. Deciduous Woodland and Lowland Meadow. The
woodland is primarily Oak, but other deciduous species exist. The habitats are spread consistently across
the entire site so it is erroneous and misleading to suggest that they are restricted to discreet pockets
within the site or at the site margins. The assessment calls for a 10m buffer zone around the site boundary
and, importantly, around the woodland within the site. However, this has not been reflected in the
proposed developable area shown on the site allocation, which only allows for a buffer zone around the
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site boundary and ignores large areas of deciduous woodland within the site. The site assessment calls for
a Protected Species Report but, given that the site is Greenbelt, the site should not be allocated until such
a report has been produced and a full understanding is reached on the impact of development on any
species present. The site is locally important as a tranquil area used for walking and gentle recreation. It is
criss-crossed by several informal footpaths and there is a Public Right of Way across the northern end of
the site. Because the site is tranquil, contains the two BAP Priority Habitats and is easily accessible, it is an
important Green Infrastructure Asset for Northowram, something that the Local Plan claims to promote
and preserve through its various Gl policies but does nothing to support with this proposed allocation.
Conservation/Heritage Conservation (Heritage) comments have failed to consider the full impact of the
proposed allocation in the context of Highways DM proposals. Highways DM propose that development
traffic will use Towngate and Hough to access/egress the site. Both streets pass through the Northowram
Conservation Area. Towngate is a narrow village street, already suffering congestion from cars and along
which are several listed buildings fronting the street. Hough is a very steep, in places narrow, cobbled
street. Both Towngate and Hough are signed as being unsuitable for HGV's which would be ignored if
development traffic has to pass along it, to the possible detriment to Heritage Assets. Accessibility The
journey times given in the Site Assessment are significantly underestimated and ignore the less mobile
members of society. For example, the journey time to town centre is shown as "less than 15mins"R Using
the WY Metro'Journey Planner' and for the elderly, disabled or young families walking slowly the time is
40mins and involves a walking journey of 800m to the nearest frequent bus stop. Similarly, the Journey
time to GP is shown as "less than 15mins"E As there is no suitable bus route to the nearest GP surgery this
journey must be made on foot. For the elderly, disabled or young families walking slowly this will take
24mins and involve a walking distance of 1.2km. Clearly these accessibility times ignore the less mobile
members of society and, rather than promoting the use of Sustainable transport, will force more people to
use car journeys to and from these increasingly inaccessible sites. Sustainability The Sustainability
Assessment only scores 4'positive' outcomes out of 17 but two of these positive results are based on the
seriously flawed Accessibility scores so must be disregarded (see my Accessibility comments above). How
can the site be regarded as sustainable when it has only 2 positive scores out of a possible 17°?

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

Suggested Modifications:
This site should be removed from the Local Plan

Additional Evidence Link:

Comment ID APX118 Site ref (if applicable): LP0221
Person ID: 717396 Name: Mrs Hoare 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
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Sound Reason:

GREENBELT The Greenbelt assessment is incorrect because it states that the site does not fulfil Purpose I
of the five purposes of greenbelt ( "To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment) . The
land is tranquil and the Site Assessment correctly identifies that it has both a Wildlife and Ecological
Designation therefore | submit that it clearly fulfils Purpose Ill. The Greenbelt assessment is incorrect
because it states that the site does not fulfil Purpose IV of the five purposes of greenbelt [" To preserve the
setting and Character of Historic Towns] . If the site is removed from Greenbelt the inevitable development
traffic passing through the narrow streets of the nearby Conservation Area, would have a negative impact
on the significance and setting of the Conservation Area and listed buildings within it. (See also my
comments below under Highways Development Management and Conservation/Heritage). NPPF para 83
requires that "exceptional circumstances"@Enust be demonstrated before land is taken out of the
Greenbelt. No such circumstances have been stated therefore the proposal is non-compliant. NPPF para 84
requires a review of Greenbelt boundaries to take account of the need to promote sustainable
development. Distant as it is from access to normal services this site is NOT sustainable and therefore the
proposal is non-compliant. Highways Development Management Highways DM have stated that
Development traffic would use either Hough or Towngate to access the A58 or A6036. | disagree with the
view of Highways DM that the Hough/A58 junction is in any way suitable to allow HGV access/egress to this
site. Hough is a very steep, narrow, cobbled street with a sharp, blind bend. Cars parked near the A58
junction make it especially narrow. Towngate is a narrow street with resident's cars necessarily parked on
both sides, frequently leading to traffic congestion. It also has a pinch point and speed bumps to restrict
traffic flow. Hough and Towngate are signed as being "unsuitable for HGV's and both streets pass through
the Northowram Conservation Area which would inevitably suffer through increased volumes of
development and residential traffic. Highways DM have only considered the increased amount of
residential traffic on Windmill Drive, they have failed to give any consideration to its suitability to
accommodate development traffic, for which it is totally unsuitable. Conservation/Ecology The site
contains two types of UK BAP Priority Habitats i.e. Deciduous Woodland and Lowland Meadow. The
woodland is primarily Oak, but other deciduous species exist. The habitats are spread consistently across
the entire site so it is erroneous and misleading to suggest that they are restricted to discreet pockets
within the site or at the site margins. The assessment calls for a 10m buffer zone around the site boundary
and, importantly, around the woodland within the site. However, this has not been reflected in the
proposed developable area shown on the site allocation, which only allows for a buffer zone around the
site boundary and ignores large areas of deciduous woodland within the site. The site assessment calls for
a Protected Species Report but, given that the site is Greenbelt, the site should not be allocated until such
a report has been produced and a full understanding is reached on the impact of development on any
species present. The site is locally important as a tranquil area used for walking and gentle recreation. It is
criss-crossed by several informal footpaths and there is a Public Right of Way across the northern end of
the site. Because the site is tranquil, contains the two BAP Priority Habitats and is easily accessible, it is an
important Green Infrastructure Asset for Northowram, something that the Local Plan claims to promote
and preserve through its various Gl policies but does nothing to support with this proposed allocation.
Conservation/Heritage Conservation (Heritage) comments have failed to consider the full impact of the
proposed allocation in the context of Highways DM proposals. Highways DM propose that development
traffic will use Towngate and Hough to access/egress the site. Both streets pass through the Northowram
Conservation Area. Towngate is a narrow village street, already suffering congestion from cars and along
which are several listed buildings fronting the street. Hough is a very steep, in places narrow, cobbled
street. Both Towngate and Hough are signed as being unsuitable for HGV's which would be ignored if
development traffic has to pass along it, to the possible detriment to Heritage Assets. Accessibility The
journey times given in the Site Assessment are significantly underestimated and ignore the less mobile
members of society. For example, the journey time to town centre is shown as "less than 15mins"& Using
the WY Metro'Journey Planner' and for the elderly, disabled or young families walking slowly the time is
40mins and involves a walking journey of 800m to the nearest frequent bus stop. Similarly, the Journey
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time to GP is shown as "less than 15mins"E As there is no suitable bus route to the nearest GP surgery this
journey must be made on foot. For the elderly, disabled or young families walking slowly this will take
24mins and involve a walking distance of 1.2km. Clearly these accessibility times ignore the less mobile
members of society and, rather than promoting the use of Sustainable transport, will force more people to
use car journeys to and from these increasingly inaccessible sites. Sustainability The Sustainability
Assessment only scores 4'positive' outcomes out of 17 but two of these positive results are based on the
seriously flawed Accessibility scores so must be disregarded (see my Accessibility comments above). How
can the site be regarded as sustainable when it has only 2 positive scores out of a possible 177

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

Suggested Modifications:
This site should be removed from the Local Plan

Additional Evidence Link:

Comment ID APX122 Site ref (if applicable): LP0221
Person ID: 1117675 Name: Mr Peter Hoare 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:

Below are my comments as to why | consider the Local Plan is unsound GREENBELT The Greenbelt
assessment is incorrect because it states that the site does not fulfil Purpose Il of the five purposes of
greenbelt ( "To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment) . The land is tranquil and the
Site Assessment correctly identifies that it has both a Wildlife and Ecological Designation therefore | submit
that it clearly fulfils Purpose Ill. The Greenbelt assessment is incorrect because it states that the site does
not fulfil Purpose IV of the five purposes of greenbelt [" To preserve the setting and Character of Historic
Towns] . If the site is removed from Greenbelt the inevitable development traffic passing through the
narrow streets of the nearby Conservation Area, would have a negative impact on the significance and
setting of the Conservation Area and listed buildings within it. (See also my comments below under
Highways Development Management and Conservation/Heritage). NPPF para 83 requires that "exceptional
circumstances"@nust be demonstrated before land is taken out of the Greenbelt. No such circumstances
have been stated therefore the proposal is non-compliant. NPPF para 84 requires a review of Greenbelt
boundaries to take account of the need to promote sustainable development. Distant as it is from access
to normal services this site is NOT sustainable and therefore the proposal is non-compliant. Highways
Development Management Highways DM have stated that Development traffic would use either Hough or
Towngate to access the A58 or A6036. | disagree with the view of Highways DM that the Hough/A58
junction is in any way suitable to allow HGV access/egress to this site. Hough is a very steep, narrow,
cobbled street with a sharp, blind bend. Cars parked near the A58 junction make it especially narrow.
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Towngate is a narrow street with resident's cars necessarily parked on both sides, frequently leading to
traffic congestion. It also has a pinch point and speed bumps to restrict traffic flow. Hough and Towngate
are signed as being "unsuitable for HGV's and both streets pass through the Northowram Conservation
Area which would inevitably suffer through increased volumes of development and residential traffic.
Highways DM have only considered the increased amount of residential traffic on Windmill Drive, they
have failed to give any consideration to its suitability to accommodate development traffic, for which it is
totally unsuitable. Conservation/Ecology The site contains two types of UK BAP Priority Habitats i.e.
Deciduous Woodland and Lowland Meadow. The woodland is primarily Oak, but other deciduous species
exist. The habitats are spread consistently across the entire site so it is erroneous and misleading to
suggest that they are restricted to discreet pockets within the site or at the site margins. The assessment
calls for a 10m buffer zone around the site boundary and, importantly, around the woodland within the
site. However, this has not been reflected in the proposed developable area shown on the site allocation,
which only allows for a buffer zone around the site boundary and ignores large areas of deciduous
woodland within the site. The site assessment calls for a Protected Species Report but, given that the site is
Greenbelt, the site should not be allocated until such a report has been produced and a full understanding
is reached on the impact of development on any species present. The site is locally important as a tranquil
area used for walking and gentle recreation. It is criss-crossed by several informal footpaths and there is a
Public Right of Way across the northern end of the site. Because the site is tranquil, contains the two BAP
Priority Habitats and is easily accessible, it is an important Green Infrastructure Asset for Northowram,
something that the Local Plan claims to promote and preserve through its various Gl policies but does
nothing to support with this proposed allocation. Conservation/Heritage Conservation (Heritage)
comments have failed to consider the full impact of the proposed allocation in the context of Highways DM
proposals. Highways DM propose that development traffic will use Towngate and Hough to access/egress
the site. Both streets pass through the Northowram Conservation Area. Towngate is a narrow village
street, already suffering congestion from cars and along which are several listed buildings fronting the
street. Hough is a very steep, in places narrow, cobbled street. Both Towngate and Hough are signed as
being unsuitable for HGV's which would be ignored if development traffic has to pass along it, to the
possible detriment to Heritage Assets. Accessibility The journey times given in the Site Assessment are
significantly underestimated and ignore the less mobile members of society. For example, the journey time
to town centre is shown as "less than 15mins"R Using the WY Metro'Journey Planner' and for the elderly,
disabled or young families walking slowly the time is 40mins and involves a walking journey of 800m to the
nearest frequent bus stop. Similarly, the Journey time to GP is shown as "less than 15mins"(E As there is

no suitable bus route to the nearest GP surgery this journey must be made on foot. For the elderly,
disabled or young families walking slowly this will take 24mins and involve a walking distance of 1.2km.
Clearly these accessibility times ignore the less mobile members of society and, rather than promoting the
use of Sustainable transport, will force more people to use car journeys to and from these increasingly
inaccessible sites. Sustainability The Sustainability Assessment only scores 4'positive' outcomes out of 17
but two of these positive results are based on the seriously flawed Accessibility scores so must be
disregarded (see my Accessibility comments above). How can the site be regarded as sustainable when it
has only 2 positive scores out of a possible 17?

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

Suggested Modifications:
This site should be removed from the Local Plan

Additional Evidence Link:
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Comment ID APX129 Site ref (if applicable): LP0221

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

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

Legal Compliance Reason:

Do you consider the plan to be Sound?: No

Sound Reason:

Greenbelt The Greenbelt Site Survey identifies the site as'medium sensitivity', scoring only two out of the
five purposes of Green Belt. The assessment has been carried out in a highly subjective manner resulting in
an incorrect and low score. Considering Purpose lll, Q2 - "Is there a strong defensible boundary between
the existing urban area and the site?"o which the assessment has answered NO. It is not appropriate to
look for natural boundaries such as rivers, roads etc. where Green Belt butts up to the urban area. The
boundaries between the urban area to the east and partial urban areas to the north and south are formed
by the extents of residential curtilages. A situation that was presumably acceptable in previous planning
judgement so it is inappropriate and inconsistent to now define those boundaries as'indefensible'. The
remaining site boundaries do not abut the urban area so are irrelevant. The only correct answer therefore
to this question must be YES. Considering Purpose Ill, Q3 - "Is there a wildlife designation or value?"&o
which the assessment has answered NO. This is inconsistent with the LP Policies Map which has designated
part of the site as a Wildlife Habitat Network. The only correct answer therefore to this question must be
YES. Considering Purpose Ill, Q5 - "Is there an ecological or geological/geomorphological designation or
value?"®o which the assessment has answered NO. This is inconsistent with the Ecology assessment and
Natural England determination that there are in fact TWO UK BAP Priority Habitats on the site i.e.
Deciduous Woodland and Lowland Meadow. The only correct answer therefore to this question must be
YES. Considering Purpose lll, Q7 - "Is the land tranquil?"®o which the assessment has answered NO. A site
visit will quickly show that the site is almost totally silent except for insects and birds. There is no intrusion
from traffic noise and the area is an oasis of tranquillity in this remote corner of the village (see plates
LP0221, 1 to 5 attached). We refer the Inspector to the definition of a tranquil area contained in Annex 4 of
this Local Plan document: - "Tranquil Areas - Areas sufficiently remote from the visual or audible intrusion
of development or traffic to be considered unspoilt by urban influences."The only correct answer
therefore to question 7 must be YES. From the above it can be seen that the only possible conclusion is
that the site DOES fulfil Green Belt Purpose lll, contrary to the result arrived at by the assessment.
Considering Purpose IV, Q2 - "Would the loss of this Green Belt land adversely affect the special character
of a historic place or settlement?"End Purpose IV, Q3 - "Would the loss of this Green Belt land reduce the
significance of a historic place or settlement?"®o which the assessment answers NO to both. NPPF Para
129 states: - 129. Local planning authorities should identify and assess the particular significance of ANY
heritage asset that may be affected by a proposal (including by development affecting the setting of a
heritage asset) taking account of the available evidence and any necessary expertise. They should take this
assessment into account when considering the impact of a proposal on a heritage asset, to avoid or
minimise conflict between the heritage asset's conservation and ANY aspect of the proposal. (our
capitalisation) Further, the guidance contained in the Local Plan Greenbelt review states: - "Contribution
to setting of historic place or settlement and cultural heritage. Consideration to be given to the
relationship between land being reviewed and designated conservation areas, listed buildings, historic
parks and gardens or other important heritage features."®@he assessment has only considered a possible
impact on the nearby Gdll Registered Historic Park and Garden at Shibden Hall. It has neglected to consider
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any impact on the nearby Northowram Conservation Area from the inevitable development traffic, which
Highways DM state would have to pass through it and which would be an inevitable consequence of the
loss of this Green Belt site. We submit that a correct Green Belt assessment of this site would come to the
only possible conclusion that it fulfils four of the five purposes of Greenbelt instead of the two out of five
from the flawed assessment. NPPF 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: "Exceptional circumstances for the release of Green Belt"Etates that the Plan utilises the
emerging National Policy in its approach to exceptional circumstances. Para. 136 of the emerging National
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 the preceding paragraph, and whether the strategy: makes as
much use as possible of suitable brownfield sites and UNDERUTILISED land; (our capitalisation) It is
difficult to see how there may be exceptional circumstances in favour of development when there are
dozens of small, UNDERUTILISED sites in urban areas that have been omitted from the plan simply on the
grounds of their area. A'full examination of all reasonable options' should, by definition, have included
them. Highways Development Management Highways DM have stated that development traffic would
use either Hough or Towngate to access the A58 or A6036. We challenge the view by Highways DM that
the Hough/A58 junction is in any way suitable to allow HGV access/egress to this site. Hough is a very
steep, narrow, cobbled street with a sharp, blind bend. Resident's cars parked near the A58 junction make
it especially narrow (see plates LP0221, 6 to 10 attached). Towngate is a narrow street with resident's cars
necessarily parked on both sides, frequently leading to traffic congestion. Towngate also has a pinch point
and speed bumps to restrict traffic flow. Hough and Towngate are signed as being "unsuitable for HGV's"[
as shown in the attached photos and both streets pass through the Northowram Conservation Area which
would inevitably suffer through increased volumes of both development and residential traffic.
Conservation/Ecology The site assessment has identified that the site contains two types of UK BAP Priority
Habitats i.e. Deciduous Woodland and Lowland Meadow. The woodland is primarily Oak, but other
deciduous species exist. The habitats are spread consistently across the entire site as can be seen from our
attached photos (see plates LP0221, 3to 5, 11 & 12 attached) so it is ridiculous to suggest that they are
restricted to discreet pockets within the site or at the site margins. The assessment calls for a 10m buffer
zone around the site boundary and, importantly, around the woodland within the site. However, this has
not been reflected in the proposed developable area shown on the site allocation which only allows for
a'buffer zone' around the site boundary and ignores large areas of deciduous woodland within the site. It is
also not clear what the purpose is of the 10m buffer zone around the edge of the site. What is it a buffer
against? Is it intended that this buffer zone becomes the only remaining area of UK BAP Priority Habitat on
the site, if so it is woefully inadequate. It cannot be a buffer between development and Priority Habitat
because the habitat is being destroyed by development. If it is, sadly, to become the only remaining area of
Priority Habitat on site then this should be strengthened by specifying an additional buffer zone (suggest
25m minimum) within the 10m zone, to reduce the possibility of contamination during development and
to prevent the encroachment of gardens, colonisation of garden plants, dumping of garden waste and fly
tipping on the BAP priority habitat. Such a buffer distance should apply to all development including roads
and footways. The site assessment calls for a Protected Species Report but, given that the site is
Greenbelt, the site should not be allocated until such a report has been produced and a full understanding
is reached of the impact of development on any species present. Although this requirement normally only
relates to a Planning Application, failure to take account of this at this stage may mean that, when a
Planning Application is submitted, even though the site is allocated for development in the Local Plan, the
presence of species in a UK or Calderdale BAP may mean that the site cannot actually be developed or the
anticipated quantum of development is undeliverable. The site is locally important as a tranquil area used
for walking and gentle recreation. It is criss-crossed by several informal footpaths as can be seen in the
attached photos (see plates LP0221 "“ 2 to 5, 11 & 12 attached). Additionally, there is a PROW (Calderdale
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378) across the northern end of the site. Because the site is tranquil, contains the two BAP Priority Habitats
and is easily accessible, it is an important Green Infrastructure Asset for Northowram, something that the
Local Plan claims to promote and preserve through its various Gl policies but does nothing to support with
this proposed allocation. Policy GN1 - Securing green infrastructure provision states (extract): "The
Council will put mechanisms in place to secure Green Infrastructure provision in the Borough. To achieve
this, the primary focus will be on: Improving and enhancing existing Green Infrastructure assets, and/or
expanding existing, or creating new, Green Infrastructure assets; Encouraging the protection,
enhancement and creation of Green Infrastructure through the Development Management System; New
development must be served by Green Infrastructure to meet the needs of the prospective residents in a
manner which will contribute to the creation of a high-quality environment and provide access to high
quality open space for leisure and recreational purposes. 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."fThe proposal

for development on LP0221 is not compliant with policy GN1. Policy GN2 - A joined up green infrastructure
network states (extract): "The Council will ensure that the Green Infrastructure network is joined up.
Existing spaces should be interlinked allowing biodiversity and humans safe access to, and transit between,
a range of valued spaces. To achieve this, decisions upon development proposals shall have particular
regard to: Maintaining critical biodiversity assets and providing long term security for these as identified in
the Calderdale Biodiversity Action Plan; The proposal for development on LP0221 is not compliant with
policy GN2. Policy GN3 "“ Natural Environment states (extract): "Development proposals which are likely
to have a significant adverse impact on a site with one or more of the following designations, habitats or
species will not be permitted except in exceptional circumstances where the reasons for the proposed
development clearly outweigh the value of the ecological feature adversely affected and there are no
appropriate alternatives: ii Local Wildlife Sites (LWS); iii Calderdale Wildlife Habitat Network (or similar
designation); iv Priority habitats and species within the Calderdale Biodiversity Action Plan;"B No
exceptional circumstances have been put forward and there are many appropriate alternatives therefore
the proposal for development is not compliant with policy GN3. Policies GN1, GN2 and GN3 all state, as
one of their targets: "Increase the Borough's woodland cover each year to 2031 (amount to be
determined);"he proposal for development of LP0221 is contrary to the stated aims and targets of GN1,
GN2 and GN3. Conservation/Heritage Conservation (Heritage) comments have failed to understand or
address the full impact of the proposed allocation in the context of Highways DM proposals. Highways DM
propose that development traffic will use Towngate and Hough to access/egress the site. Both streets pass
through the Northowram Conservation Area. Towngate is a narrow village street, already suffering from
congestion from cars and along which are several listed buildings fronting the street. Hough is a very steep,
in places narrow, cobbled street. Both Towngate and Hough are signed as being unsuitable for HGV's which
would be ignored if development traffic has to pass along it, to the possible detriment to Heritage Assets.
NPPF para 129 requires that, when considering how the significance or setting of a heritage asset may be
affected, ALL aspects of a proposal must be considered, this must by definition include development
traffic. The Conservation (Heritage) assessment is flawed because it has failed to consider if the Highways
DM proposals are likely to result in harm to elements which contribute to the significance of a
Conservation Area or the Listed Buildings within it. Accessibility We have challenged the accessibility
scoring before and we do so again. The site assessment states that modelling from WYCA has been used
but since the input data has not be specified for time of day or class of person it is impossible to give a fully
developed comment. For example, the journey time to town centre is shown as less than 15mins. Using
the WY Metro'Journey Planner' and assuming elderly, disabled or young families walking slowly the time is
40mins and involves a walking journey of 800m to the nearest bus stop. Similarly, the Journey time to GP is
shown as less than 15mins. As there is no suitable bus route to the nearest GP surgery this journey must be
on foot, for the same class of person this will take 24mins and involve a walking distance of 1.2km. Clearly
these accessibility times ignore the less mobile members of society and rather than promoting the use of
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Sustainable transport will force more people to use car journeys to and from these increasingly
inaccessible sites. Sustainability The Sustainability Assessment scores only 4'positive' outcomes out of 17
with 12 outcomes being'uncertain'. However, the Accessibility RAG scoring has been used to justify the
positive outcomes on two of the objectives; SA 3 "“ "To create and retain healthy vibrant and inclusive
communities"End SA5 "“ "To improve accessibility to essential services, facilities and employment"[
Referring to our comments above on Accessibility, we believe that the RAG scoring is seriously flawed and
thereby calls into question the'positive' outcomes for SA3 and SAS. If only two (or at most four) of the 17
objectives are positive, we maintain that the site cannot be regarded as sustainable.

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

Suggested Modifications:
This site should be removed from the list of allocations until ALL underutilised sites (including those below
0.25ha) have been FULLY considered for allocation.

Additional Evidence Link: http://calderdale-consult.objective.co.uk/file/5052369

Comment ID APX137 Site ref (if applicable): LP0221
Person ID: 1181727 Name: Mrs Judith A Halliday Organisation:
Agent ID: Name: Organisation:

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

Sound Reason:

| wish to object most strongly to the proposed development of houses at the top of Windmill Drive. This
would add an enormous amount of traffic to the already congested main street in and out of Northowram
(Lydgate/Towngate). This thoroughfare is already impassable at many times throughout the day,
particularly at school starting and finishing times, to such an extent that vehicles often mount the
pavement in order to pass each other. This is virtually a single track road due to cars etc constantly parked
along most of the thoroughfare. This cannot become any worse or the road will be completely grid locked.
| also believe neither the local school or surgery will be able to cope with the extra influx of residents.

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 APX142 Site ref (if applicable): LP0221

Person ID: 1128648 Name: Mr Richard Hamer 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 is Unsound because there are within it conflicts with and contradictions against its own policies.
This representation relates to the site LP0221 Land at Spring Head, Northowram. There are two parts to
this representation. Part 1. The development of the proposed housing site will have a detrimental visual
Impact of the environs of the Shibden Valley and as such is in conflict with other environmental policies of
the proposed Local Plan. There is no evidence that a fully justified Topographical Study and Impact
Assessment has been undertaken in respect of the effect that building homes on this site would have on
the environs of Shibden Valley as a whole, which is designated a Special Landscape Area: or the effect on
the Grade 2 Historic Park and the Listed Shibden Hall. This part of the representation indicates that there
will be an adverse impact, and this is in contradiction of the environmental policies of the Local Plan.
Shibden Valley is regarded by many as one of the most beautiful valleys in the north of England. The issues
are that the character of the Shibden Valley and its special features, such as those mentioned above, and
its general wider setting, is well defined along the sides of this valley and most particularly the skyline.
Although development in the 60's on the southern edge of Northowram did have an impact on the skyline;
after many years the glimpses of modern housing that formed an incongruous and detrimental distraction
from the beauty of the valley has assimilated into the landscape as a consequence of dense tree cover,
much of which lies on this proposed housing site. That housing is located over the edge of the valley
skyline but was seen for many years. This proposed housing site is positioned on the actual upper slope of
the valley. The Council's initial site appraisal referred to the site having a slope, but it made no reference to
the fact that the slope towards the open valley is 35 feet [Google Earth topographical indicator], this being
from the entrance to the developable site at its northern point down to the southern boundary of the
developable site which lies at the edge of a very steep incline into the valley bottom at Stump Cross. The
Council seeks to mitigate the effect of the housing development by relying upon the screen of a partial
deciduous woodland. However, by their very definition, the trees within a deciduous woodland shed their
leaves from Autumn to Spring and for a greater part of the year, the houses will be exposed to views from
the park. This will create an incongruous feature that will be a major distraction from the beauty of this
valley and this is considered unacceptable and a poor selection of a new housing site. The A58 is a major
traffic route out of Halifax towards Leeds and Bradford and all points towards the north and east of
Yorkshire including the Yorkshire Dales. Travelling up New Bank out of Halifax town Centre is a heavy urban
experience. Rounding the top of New Bank and into Godley Cutting transforms this experience into one of
rural beauty in an instant. It is this instant transformation that makes the taking of this route a unique
experience. Travelling through the cutting and onto the Godley Embankment widens out to expose the full
extent of the valley, and it is at this very point that the proposed housing site will have its greatest adverse
impact. It will detract form its beauty and the attractive relationship between the wooded eastern hillside
and the junction of Stump Cross. Part 2. Development of a further 46 Homes will have an adverse impact
on the residential community of the village of Northowram and cause adverse traffic conditions within the
village and surrounding areas and as such will be in conflict with other environmental policies of the
proposed Local Plan. Northowram is a Conservation village that played an important role in the
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development and growth of historical Halifax. Until the 1950's it remained very much in its original form,
but during the 50's and the following decade, it was steadily expanded but it retained its original character
and function as an isolated semi-rural village. Located between Halifax and the Bradford suburbs to the
north. This suburban expansion and consolidation didn't change the village much and indeed it helped to
establish a more viable village heart, and modern shops were built and the school expanded. Today the
village is suffering badly after 40 years of substantial suburban expansion. The village centre functions as a
car park with an informal one-way system of traffic movement along Town Gate. The pavements are
compressed as they accommodate parked cars, and pedestrian safety has declined in the village. As a living
environment, the village has deteriorated significantly. The Council has been pressured over the years to
accommodate new suburban housing but this has been against sound Planning Principles. What has
happened to Northowram is an example of poor quality Town Planning as the need to accommodate new
homes has been at the expense of residential amenity and pedestrian safety. Town Planning has given way
to'Town Cramming'. Accordingly, the policy to add more homes at the location LP0221 will exacerbate
already unacceptable problems and is in conflict with other environmental statements [inter-alia

paragraph Transport 13.2] in the Proposed Local Plan. The proposed housing site will accommodate 46
new homes. According to typical family homes in Northowram and elsewhere, this holds a potential 80 to
100 new cars on the roads of Northowram. The village is already over-provided with cars and this has
destroyed the character and quality of the village and the safety of walking members of the community.
There can be no justification for adding any additional cars to manoeuvre around what is an overcrowded
local road system. Cars emerging from the proposed housing site with meet The Hough and turn right or
left. A right turn will take the cars down The Hough into a hazardous road junction with the A58 main
distributer. But before emerging, these cars will need to marge with'rat-running' traffic emerging form the
upper country lanes of Shibden Valley. At peak periods this traffic junction is extremely dangerous at a non-
signalled intersection. Cars turning to the left join an ad-hoc one-way system that has become the
inevitable result of an over-loaded narrow road system through the heart of this historical village centre
Town Gate. These cars exacerbate already unacceptable and dangerous conditions for pedestrians and
other drivers. These conditions contradict all other policies and proposals of the proposed Local Plan that
seek to facilitate improved road safety. The policies and proposals aim to contribute to sustainable
planning. Adding further housing developments to the southern extremity of this village will not serve the
purpose of sustainable planning. It is a naive consideration that attaching new housing to a village will
support its viability or reduce car journeys. Parents of the new homes may walk their children to school,
although there is evidence that this is not the norm as many village residents use their cars to take children
to the local school. It is uncommon to see pedestrians carrying shopping bags through the village streets.
Mobility throughout the village is generally through the use of cars. This housing site will likely throw
another 80-100 cars onto these village roads and this is unacceptable, whichever direction they are driven.
Town Planning is intended to regulate the growth of towns and villages to apply sound planning principles,
making life better for home owners, road users and the community as a whole. Propositions that do not
achieve these or have the effect of making things worse for the community should not be allowed. There is
a conflict within the service of a Local Planning Authority. On one hand it deals with the color of a
developer's brick, but on the other hand it makes proposals that has a significant adverse impact on an
entire community" | creating hazardous road conditions and an environmental decline, that nobody wants
This is not acceptable and this representation objects to the addition of any more homes in the southern
segment of Northowram Village, on the basis that it is conflict with written policies that seek to create
improvements to living and working conditions of the community of Calderdale and to preserve and
enhance its natural beauty . In order to preserve the quality and character of the Shibden Valley and its
environs, and the residential community of Northowram, this site should be eliminated from the Local Plan
otherwise the proposed housing site will conflict with other environmental policies in the proposed Local
Plan. Note: this objector attended Halifax Technical High School. In 1961 he was subsequently employed at
the age of 16 as a Town Planning Pupil at the Halifax Borough Council, before moving on as a Chartered
Town Planner in Senior Planning Officer roles, and latterly as Planning consultant. He lived in Northowram
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for 40 years, between 1965 and 2005. Living in the USA, he regularly visits Halifax and stays with relatives
in Windmill Drive. He represents himself and all residents of Northowram.

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

Suggested Modifications:

Because of the adverse impact that the building of houses on this site will have on the Shibden Valley,
additional views of the Shibden Valley, the Historic Park and the setting of a Listed Building, and the impact
that additional generated traffic will have on the community of Northowram village, this site should be
removed from the proposals map as a housing site

Additional Evidence Link:

Comment ID APX147 Site ref (if applicable): LP0221
Person ID: 1124482 Name: Mr Ben Stables 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:

GREENBELT The Greenbelt assessment is incorrect because it states that the site does not fulfil Purpose Il
of the five purposes of greenbelt ( "To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment) . The
land is tranquil and the Site Assessment correctly identifies that it has both a Wildlife and Ecological
Designation therefore | submit that it clearly fulfils Purpose Ill. The Greenbelt assessment is incorrect
because it states that the site does not fulfil Purpose IV of the five purposes of greenbelt [" To preserve the
setting and Character of Historic Towns] . If the site is removed from Greenbelt the inevitable development
traffic passing through the narrow streets of the nearby Conservation Area, would have a negative impact
on the significance and setting of the Conservation Area and listed buildings within it. (See also my
comments below under Highways Development Management and Conservation/Heritage). NPPF para 83
requires that "exceptional circumstances"@Enust be demonstrated before land is taken out of the

Greenbelt. No such circumstances have been stated therefore the proposal is non-compliant. NPPF para 84
requires a review of Greenbelt boundaries to take account of the need to promote sustainable
development. Distant as it is from access to normal services this site is NOT sustainable and therefore the
proposal is non-compliant. HHGHWAYS DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT Highways DM have stated that
Development traffic would use either Hough or Towngate to access the A58 or A6036. | disagree with the
view of Highways DM that the Hough/A58 junction is in any way suitable to allow HGV access/egress to this
site. Hough is a very steep, narrow, cobbled street with a sharp, blind bend. Cars parked near the A58
junction make it especially narrow. Towngate is a narrow street with resident's cars necessarily parked on
both sides, frequently leading to traffic congestion. It also has a pinch point and speed bumps to restrict
traffic flow. Hough and Towngate are signed as being "unsuitable for HGV's and both streets pass through
the Northowram Conservation Area which would inevitably suffer through increased volumes of
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development and residential traffic. Highways DM have only considered the increased amount of
residential traffic on Windmill Drive, they have failed to give any consideration to its suitability to
accommodate development traffic, for which it is totally unsuitable. CONSERVATION/ECOLOGY The site
contains two types of UK BAP Priority Habitats i.e. Deciduous Woodland and Lowland Meadow. The
woodland is primarily Oak, but other deciduous species exist. The habitats are spread consistently across
the entire site so it is erroneous and misleading to suggest that they are restricted to discreet pockets
within the site or at the site margins. The assessment calls for a 10m buffer zone around the site boundary
and, importantly, around the woodland within the site. However, this has not been reflected in the
proposed developable area shown on the site allocation, which only allows for a buffer zone around the
site boundary and ignores large areas of deciduous woodland within the site. The site assessment calls for
a Protected Species Report but, given that the site is Greenbelt, the site should not be allocated until such
a report has been produced and a full understanding is reached on the impact of development on any
species present. The site is locally important as a tranquil area used for walking and gentle recreation. It is
criss-crossed by several informal footpaths and there is a Public Right of Way across the northern end of
the site. Because the site is tranquil, contains the two BAP Priority Habitats and is easily accessible, it is an
important Green Infrastructure Asset for Northowram, something that the Local Plan claims to promote
and preserve through its various Gl policies but does nothing to support with this proposed allocation.
CONSERVATION/HERITAGE Conservation (Heritage) comments have failed to consider the full impact of the
proposed allocation in the context of Highways DM proposals. Highways DM propose that development
traffic will use Towngate and Hough to access/egress the site. Both streets pass through the Northowram
Conservation Area. Towngate is a narrow village street, already suffering congestion from cars and along
which are several listed buildings fronting the street. Hough is a very steep, in places narrow, cobbled
street. Both Towngate and Hough are signed as being unsuitable for HGV's which would be ignored if
development traffic has to pass along it, to the possible detriment to Heritage Assets. ACCESSIBILITY The
journey times given in the Site Assessment are significantly underestimated and ignore the less mobile
members of society. For example, the journey time to town centre is shown as "less than 15mins"RE Using
the WY Metro'Journey Planner' and for the elderly, disabled or young families walking slowly the time is
40mins and involves a walking journey of 800m to the nearest frequent bus stop. Similarly, the Journey
time to GP is shown as "less than 15mins"E As there is no suitable bus route to the nearest GP surgery
this journey must be made on foot. For the elderly, disabled or young families walking slowly this will take
24mins and involve a walking distance of 1.2km. Clearly these accessibility times ignore the less mobile
members of society and, rather than promoting the use of Sustainable transport, will force more people to
use car journeys to and from these increasingly inaccessible sites. SUSTAINABILITY The Sustainability
Assessment only scores 4'positive' outcomes out of 17 but two of these positive results are based on the
seriously flawed Accessibility scores so must be disregarded (see my Accessibility comments above). How
can the site be regarded as sustainable when it has only 2 positive scores out of a possible 177

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

Duty to Co-operate Reason:

Suggested Modifications:
This site should be removed from the Local Plan

Additional Evidence Link:

Comment ID APX156 Site ref (if applicable): LP0221
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Person ID: 1181790 Name: Mrs Linda Briggs 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:

GREENBELT The Greenbelt assessment is incorrect because it states that the site does not fulfil Purpose lll
of the five purposes of greenbelt ( "To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment) . The
land is tranquil and the Site Assessment correctly identifies that it has both a Wildlife and Ecological
Designation therefore | submit that it clearly fulfils Purpose Ill. The Greenbelt assessment is incorrect
because it states that the site does not fulfil Purpose IV of the five purposes of greenbelt [" To preserve the
setting and Character of Historic Towns] . If the site is removed from Greenbelt the inevitable development
traffic passing through the narrow streets of the nearby Conservation Area, would have a negative impact
on the significance and setting of the Conservation Area and listed buildings within it. (See also my
comments below under Highways Development Management and Conservation/Heritage). NPPF para 83
requires that "exceptional circumstances"@Enust be demonstrated before land is taken out of the

Greenbelt. No such circumstances have been stated therefore the proposal is non-compliant. NPPF para 84
requires a review of Greenbelt boundaries to take account of the need to promote sustainable
development. Distant as it is from access to normal services this site is NOT sustainable and therefore the
proposal is non-compliant. HIGHWAYS DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT Highways DM have stated that
Development traffic would use either Hough or Towngate to access the A58 or A6036. | disagree with the
view of Highways DM that the Hough/A58 junction is in any way suitable to allow HGV access/egress to this
site. Hough is a very steep, narrow, cobbled street with a sharp, blind bend. Cars parked near the A58
junction make it especially narrow. Towngate is a narrow street with resident's cars necessarily parked on
both sides, frequently leading to traffic congestion. It also has a pinch point and speed bumps to restrict
traffic flow. Hough and Towngate are signed as being "unsuitable for HGV's and both streets pass through
the Northowram Conservation Area which would inevitably suffer through increased volumes of
development and residential traffic. Highways DM have only considered the increased amount of
residential traffic on Windmill Drive, they have failed to give any consideration to its suitability to
accommodate development traffic, for which it is totally unsuitable. CONSERVATION/ECOLOGY The site
contains two types of UK BAP Priority Habitats i.e. Deciduous Woodland and Lowland Meadow. The
woodland is primarily Oak, but other deciduous species exist. The habitats are spread consistently across
the entire site so it is erroneous and misleading to suggest that they are restricted to discreet pockets
within the site or at the site margins. The assessment calls for a 10m buffer zone around the site boundary
and, importantly, around the woodland within the site. However, this has not been reflected in the
proposed developable area shown on the site allocation, which only allows for a buffer zone around the
site boundary and ignores large areas of deciduous woodland within the site. The site assessment calls for
a Protected Species Report but, given that the site is Greenbelt, the site should not be allocated until such
a report has been produced and a full understanding is reached on the impact of development on any
species present. The site is locally important as a tranquil area used for walking and gentle recreation. It is
criss-crossed by several informal footpaths and there is a Public Right of Way across the northern end of
the site. Because the site is tranquil, contains the two BAP Priority Habitats and is easily accessible, it is an
important Green Infrastructure Asset for Northowram, something that the Local Plan claims to promote
and preserve through its various Gl policies but does nothing to support with this proposed allocation.
CONSERVATION/HERITAGE Conservation (Heritage) comments have failed to consider the full impact of the
proposed allocation in the context of Highways DM proposals. Highways DM propose that development
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traffic will use Towngate and Hough to access/egress the site. Both streets pass through the Northowram
Conservation Area. Towngate is a narrow village street, already suffering congestion from cars and along
which are several listed buildings fronting the street. Hough is a very steep, in places narrow, cobbled
street. Both Towngate and Hough are signed as being unsuitable for HGV's which would be ignored if
development traffic has to pass along it, to the possible detriment to Heritage Assets. ACCESSIBILITY The
journey times given in the Site Assessment are significantly underestimated and ignore the less mobile
members of society. For example, the journey time to town centre is shown as "less than 15mins"R Using
the WY Metro'Journey Planner' and for the elderly, disabled or young families walking slowly the time is
40mins and involves a walking journey of 800m to the nearest frequent bus stop. Similarly, the Journey
time to GP is shown as "less than 15mins" As there is no suitable bus route to the nearest GP surgery
this journey must be made on foot. For the elderly, disabled or young families walking slowly this will take
24mins and involve a walking distance of 1.2km. Clearly these accessibility times ignore the less mobile
members of society and, rather than promoting the use of Sustainable transport, will force more people to
use car journeys to and from these increasingly inaccessible sites. SUSTAINABILITY The Sustainability
Assessment only scores 4'positive' outcomes out of 17 but two of these positive results a