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Introduction
Thank you for giving us the opportunity to respond to this important consultation. 
Crigglestone Parish is a democratically elected council that serves and represents the community of Crigglestone in the south west of the district of Wakefield.   
This is an issue of great interest and concern to the community of Crigglestone, as reflected in the high number of responses you have received opposing the proposals relating to the specific development sites in the Parish.  
This representation focuses on the potential allocations of the major development sites LP1411 – Calder Park land at Junction 39 M1 and LP 1332 land at Asdale Road.  We strongly object to their proposed removal from the Green Belt and allocation, and urge they should not continue forward into the next stage of the Plan.   The evidence provided by this Parish Council and many others will clearly demonstrate that they continue to perform an important Green Belt role, are unsuitable for development and do not constitute sustainable development, which as the NPPF states ‘The purpose of the planning system is to contribute to the achievement of sustainable development’.
We note that the detailed issues and questions relating to specific sites and topics will be considered later at the hearings.  It is considered, important, however that the Parish Council concerns over the allocations and associated soundness of the Plan are raised now, which will then feed into and form the basis of our comments at the hearing in due course.
This response focuses on those specified questions and matters that are of most significance to the Parish of Crigglestone.
It should also be noted that it has been produced in support of the original representations by the Parish Council to the Plan.  For ease, these are summarised and laid out under the following matters.
Matter one Issue - Has the Plan been prepared in accordance with statutory procedures and Regulations?
Question e - Has the Plan been prepared in accordance with the Council’s Statement of Community Involvement and met the minimum consultation requirements in the Regulations?
The Parish Council re-iterates its concerns in its original submission that the consultation process and procedures used by Wakefield DC were flawed and have not been prepared in accordance with the district council’s Statement of Community Involvement and met the minimum consultation requirements in the regulations.  
This is especially the case in relation to consultation on site LP1411 (land at Junction 39 M1, Durkar).  At its Cabinet Meeting on the 8 October 2019 the district council agreed to incorporate this site into the draft Local Plan and to allocate it as a "Special Policy Area for Employment (Innovative Manufacturing Employment Hub) and Housing".   This decision was undertaken with no one present representing the concerned ward (18) present at the meeting and without being subject to proper and prior public consultation/engagement or technical assessments. Indeed, it was not even assessed in accordance with the WMDC ‘Site Assessment Paper’ before being included in the Draft Local Plan.
It is further noted that the SCI goes on to state that “It is the Council’s intention to ensure that all relevant stakeholders are involved in the preparation, alteration and review of all Local Plans”. The Parish Council is a recognised statutory consultee. The Parish Council cannot see that WMDC have met the above requirements as there has been no proactive engagement or consultation with it especially regarding the major alteration highlighted above (site LP411). The Parish Council would have thought that given consultation on the Initial Draft Plan ended in February 2019 and the WMDC Council meeting to approve the submission of the Draft Local Plan was in October 2019, there was time for a 4-6-week public consultation on proposed major changes like the removal of Green Belt and development at Broad Cut Farm.
We understand that many others, including one of the local ward councillors representing Crigglestone, has expressed similar concerns, including formal complaints.
Does the revised National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (20th July 2021) have any implications for the soundness of the Wakefield Local Plan? If so. how might these be resolved?
Yes, we consider that the revised NPPF has serious implications for the soundness of the Wakefield Local Plan, which have not been resolved. In particular,
· The revised wording of Part a of Paragraph 11 in the NPPF on the presumption in favour of sustainable development introduces new requirements to ensure that the need for growth aligns with infrastructure, mitigate climate change (including by making effective use of land in urban areas) and generally promotes sustainable development.  The emerging Plan was already deficient and contrary to national and local policies in respect of promoting sustainable development prior to the introduction of these higher tests.  The Plan does not demonstrate compliance with this new requirement. 
· Paragraph 73 states that ‘the supply of large numbers of new homes can often be best achieved through planning for larger scale development, such as new settlements or significant extensions to existing villages and towns, provided they are well located and designed, and supported by the necessary infrastructure and facilities (including a genuine choice of transport modes)’.  This introduces new requirements including a ‘genuine choice of transport modes’.  The proposed major site allocations in Crigglestone are in remote locations which are not well served by walking, cycling, public transport or other sustainable transport modes with limited (and already overstretched) services and infrastructures such as roads, schools and medical facilities.   Indeed, their main attraction for development, as put forward by developers and others, is their convenient access to the already stretched motorway network.  The new requirements as set out in Paragraph 73, (in particular that development should be well located, supported by the necessary infrastructure and include a genuine choice of transport modes), are not included or adequately considered within the Plan.  This notwithstanding that placing development in such locations would potentially be more sustainable than scattering development across a greater number of more remote green field sites close to the motorway corridor as appears to be the Plan’s preference. This is considered in more detail in relation to Crigglestone in our response to Matter 9.
Matter 2 – Development principles and spatial development strategy Issue - Do the development principles and spatial development strategy in the Plan present a positive framework which is consistent with national policy and will contribute to the achievement of sustainable development?
We wish to reiterate our original representations on this matter. In summary,
· Our objection to the dismemberment of the communities and settlements in Crigglestone Parish with some being subsumed as part of Wakefield Urban Area and others identified separately. 
· The hierarchy of settlements used to guide development is flawed especially as it does not to give sufficient emphasis to sites within or adjacent to major settlements (especially Wakefield town) should take precedence before more rural ones.  As such, it is contrary to national and local planning policies which aim to direct development to more sustainable locations.  The main settlements within the district have better transport and communications, a wider range of employment opportunities, and a wider range of infrastructure, so are generally far more sustainable to accommodate development. This again is considered in more detail in relation to Crigglestone in our response to Matter 9.
Matter 8 – Approach to site allocations and Green Belt releases
e) Is the methodology in the Council’s Green Belt Review (document 1.59) soundly based?
We wish to reiterate our original representations on this matter. In summary
· Paragraph 140 of the NPPF advises that Green Belt boundaries should only be altered where exceptional circumstances are ‘fully evidenced and justified’. Adding in paragraph 141 ‘Before concluding that exceptional circumstances exist to justify changes to Green Belt boundaries, the strategic policy-making authority should be able to demonstrate that it has examined fully all other reasonable options for meeting its identified need for development’. 
· The proposed Green Belt changes in Crigglestone Parish do not meet the test for exceptional circumstances required by the NPPF and highlighted above and will be harmful to the local area. 
· Further, these sites in Crigglestone continue to perform an important Green Belt role and function as set out in the NPPF.   They still meet the requirements as set out in paragraph 138 of the NPPF on Green Belt purposes in particular, checking unrestricted urban sprawl, preventing the merger of nearby towns and villages, protecting the open countryside, to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns and assisting urban regeneration.
Matter 9 – Wakefield development sites
In addition to the concerns expressed, especially that the developments proposed do not justify the ‘exceptional circumstances’ for development in the Green Belt, there are the following specific objections to the scale of development proposed for the Parish, especially in relation to sites LP1411 – Calder Park land at junction 39 M1 and LP 1332 land at Asdale Road.
We wish to reiterate our original representations on this matter. In summary:
LP1411 CALDER PARK NEW SPECIAL LP 1332 
· It does not represent sustainable development.
· Is not a suitable site for development.
· It continues to fulfil the purposes of the Green Belt.
· There are other more suitable sites, including brownfield ones.
· It would cause significant negative impact to visual amenity, landscape and the countryside.
· Loss of an important green space.
· It represents over development.
· Further detrimental impact on very poor air quality.
· Unacceptable traffic levels.
· Detrimental to highway safety.
· Provides a green lung.
· Detrimental impact on flooding and drainage.
· Adverse impact on drainage.
· Detrimental impact on wildlife and ecology, including loss of important trees.
· Importance to the local character and distinctiveness of the area.
· Essential part of the Green Belt Strategic Gap.
· It is of vital importance of contact to local environment, which is of added importance and highlighted in Covid-19 pandemic.
· It would promote unsustainable forms of transport, in particular it would promote travel by car.  Any occupants of the proposed development would be reliant by car to access key services.
· Unacceptable impact on already stretched local services and infrastructure.
POLICY LP 1332 LAND AT ASDALE ROAD
· It does not represent sustainable development.
· Is not a suitable site for development.
· It continues to fulfil the purposes of the Green Belt.
· There are other more suitable sites, including brownfield ones.
· It would cause significant negative impact to visual amenity, landscape and the countryside.
· Loss of an important green space.
· Further detrimental impact on very poor air quality.
· Unacceptable traffic levels.
· Detrimental to highway safety.
· Detrimental impact on flooding and drainage.
· Loss of an important green space.
· Detrimental impact on wildlife and ecology, including loss of important trees.
· Importance to the local character and distinctiveness of Durkur.
· Negative impact on the settings of Pugneys and Sandal Castle, important heritage assets.
· It is of vital importance of contact to local environment, which is of added importance and highlighted in Covid-19 pandemic.
· It would promote unsustainable forms of transport, in particular it would promote travel by car.  Any occupants of the proposed development would be reliant by car to access key services.
· Unacceptable impact on already stretched local services and infrastructure.



