


Crigglestone Parish Council’s response to the Pre-Main Modifications May Consultation 2023 
(to be submitted by 6th July 2023 – extended submission date).

Can we say at the outset that the draft Local Plan is, and continues, to be unsound and the modifications, even if adopted in full, would not by a wide margin change this.  

As we, and many others, have consistently stated there are fundamental flaws with the draft plan and its preparation.

In particular, it has not been properly prepared or justified nor is it effective or compliant with government policy. 

No amount of modification at this late stage can rectify this. It should be withdrawn immediately.  

A view shared by many other bodies and individuals who have raised similar concerns. We support submissions and evidence from other organisations such as the West Yorkshire CPRE and Wakefield Civic Society and members of the public who concur with this conclusion and problems.

At the very least it should be paused until the revisions imminently expected to the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) have been finalised and published.  Especially as it is highly likely that these changes will have implications for the Local Plan and it is right and proper that the WMDC and other interested parties, including Crigglestone Parish Council, have an opportunity to set out their position on the implications of the revisions for the emerging Local Plan. In this context we note that the Examination of Mole Valley Local Plan has just been paused by its examiner for this reason.

In particular why we consider that the emerging Plan is not properly prepared or justified nor is it effective or compliant with government policy. 

· The amount of land proposed to be released from the Green Belt in for housing and other forms of development is much too high and there is no strategic justification and the required exceptional circumstances for it.

· In particular there is no justification or case for the release of the Green Belt Land in Crigglestone.   This would also mean that the major developments at sites (LP1411) Broad Cut Farm and (LP1332) Safeguarded Land at Asdale Road in the parish of Crigglestone should not be allowed. They represent significant encroachment into the countryside and the visual and other harm to the openness of the Green Belt would be severe.  It would promote unsustainable development, particular movements by car, and the physical and social infrastructure to support any development is woefully inadequate.

· There has not been constructive consultation with the community and other stakeholders in its development.  Much of the consultation has been tokenism.  

· This is illustrated in that the developers promoting site LP1411 and in Crigglestone Parish put it forward for inclusion in the emerging Local Plan (2036) on 20 February 2019 – just seventeen minutes before the deadline of 5pm for the end of the first public consultation.  Developers had been invited to put forward potential sites for inclusion before a closing date of 6th December 2017, so the submission was actually fourteen months after the initial ‘call for sites’ consultation had ended.  Further, the site was inappropriately described as the Calder Technology Park. This led to residents believing the Calder Technology Park was somehow related to the Calder Business Park and representations would therefore be inadmissible.

· There have been serious and fundamental flaws in the Plan preparation process throughout.  Just to name a couple of good examples.  It was necessary to extend the deadline for this round of consultation because we understand everyone who should have been consulted on it initially not be doing so as illustrated in the following statements in the email dated 15 June 2023 from Wakefield DC to all consultees “this is extension to ensure that those persons who did not receive the original consultation notification have time to respond”.  Another good example is that several major development sites were omitted from an earlier consultation as acknowledges in para 2.3 of the document New Sites; Reasons for Accepting, Rejecting or Excluding Sites; and Green Belt Sensitivity Testing of Rejected Site Option.’ ‘This consultation does not include sites that have already been subject to consultation through the earlier Pre-Main Modifications New Sites Consultation 2022 which included the following three sites omitted in error from the earlier stages of consultation’. One of the omitted sites was LP1411, Broad Cut farm, which is in the parish of Crigglestone, and despite this distortion and failure, continues to be promoted for development.  Can we stress this is just a few examples of fundamental flaws in the consultation process.

· It would have a detrimental impact on quality of life, amenity and environment. It generally does not contribute to the achievement of sustainable development, in particular as it promotes and its delivery is over reliant on journey by motor vehicles, especially by car with the associated adverse effects on the environment, including air pollution.   As such it is contrary to national planning policies especially section 7 of the National Planning Policy Framework which states that ‘The purpose of the planning system is to contribute to the achievement of sustainable development’.

· Its approach to housing land supply and employment is flawed especially as it is not based on up-to-date and robust assessment of need and there are major shortcomings in the site selection process carried out to select development sites and evaluate the Green Belt. The unsound nature of Wakefield Metropolitan District Council’s (WMDC) employment land projections can be evidenced by the fact that in the Leeds City Region Wakefield will be providing over half of allocations. Leeds with a far greater population than WMDC has only two-thirds of the employment land allocation. The WMDC figures are completely not proportionate, justified or sound.

· On two occasions, independent consultants employed by the Council have thrown doubt on the assumptions of the Local Plan. ‘Cushman’ gave a lower estimate of employment land need and ‘Edge Economics’ have shown that the estimates of employment growth make impossible conditions for the local labour market. WMDC has effectively disregarded the implications of those reports, failed to discuss other credible and more moderate estimates and have, therefore, failed to provide an objective assessment. 

· Further, WMDC place too much reliance on past land take-up as evidence, however a range of evidence is necessary in part because the rate at which identified sites are taken up and developed varies from year to year and is sensitive to short-term market fluctuations.

· Insufficient regard has been paid to protecting the Green Belt and that Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in exceptional circumstances.  National planning polices require that exceptional circumstances have to shows and evidenced to alter Green Belt boundaries.  The Plan does not meet the exceptional circumstances test.  Indeed, WMDC in the hearings in September 2022 admitted that they were providing employment land in part because other local authorities were not providing as much. WMDC is, therefore, providing more than the needs of the WMDC district and is thus unsound.

· Further, to meet the ‘exceptional circumstances’ requirement there is need to demonstrate the harm if a development proposal fails to go ahead and that alternative sites are unavailable (including sites in other local authority areas).  In view of our previous submissions and the above, WMDC cannot prove any exceptional circumstances for taking 'Strategic Gap Green Belt' at Broad Cut Farm, Calder Grove (LP1411), which continues to fulfil its Green Belt purpose very strongly.

· There are serious shortcomings in the planning for infrastructure such as schools and roads. There is insufficient detail as to where funding will be delivered and no direction on how ‘conditionality’ will be applied.  The costs, viability and deliverability of the key infrastructure remain, at best, uncertain.

· Full and proper consideration has not been given to the dramatic changes that have taken place locally and nationally in recent years and that will have major implications for the future planning of the district.   These changes are various and include the impact of COVID; changes in national planning policies, especially in respect of protecting the Green Belt and achieving sustainable development and that we are likely to be entering a recession. Should the site of former Doncaster Airport become available for employment use then this will provide significant allocation in Yorkshire and will impact on WMDC projections. This will significantly reduce the need for employment land in Wakefield District

· The WMDC approach to employment land need and provision can be best described as the 'Rear View Mirror' technique and cannot be termed proper planning as it does not take proper account of the material 'geo-political' and 'economic' factors that are going to have global impact over a large part of the Plan period and many experts project that there is going to be a recession followed by stagnation in the UK. This is not a context that would see the need for employment land provision of the scale that WMDC envisage, which is based on ever increasing demand.

All of the above are key requirements for the test of Local Plan soundness as set out in Section 35 of the National Planning Policy Framework.

Turning to the narrow focus of the consultation document in more detail.

Policy Document WDC110

Modification MM1.5, specifically in relation to site LP1332 - Land at Asdale Road, Durkar
We wish to reiterate and underline our previous concerns and that of many others that the site continues to perform an important Green Belt function and the exceptional circumstances required for the change to the Green Belt have not been met, including taking into account off-setting.  Further the site is not suitable for development, and if developed, it would cause permanent damage to the natural, physical and social infrastructure and environment and nearby communities.  The development of this attractive green area some distance away from the main population centres does not constitute sustainable development.

Modification to Policy WSP 13 – Transport Network, specifically in relation to improvements to Denby Dale Road M1 Junction 39, Wakefield
This makes reference to improvements to the highway network with an emphasis on giving priority to buses especially in relation to Denby Dale Road M1 Junction 39, Wakefield.  While we generally welcome the introduction of bus lanes or similar measures, in this context it is tokenism and largely nonsense.  The fundamental issue is that the site is not well served by public transport (at peak times there is only bus hour each way serving the Junction 39 roundabout) and is only really accessible by unsustainable modes of transport, especially by car.  Measures aimed at speeding up public transport that would be otherwise held up by traffic congestion while laudable will do little to address, and at best pay lip service, the fact that the site is in an unsuitable and unsustainable location. 

Modification MM1.3, specifically in relation to the Settlement Hierarchy
While we have no specific comments to make on the proposed modification, we wish to re-iterate our previous objection to the underlying principles and application of the Settlement Hierarchy.    It is flawed especially as it does not follow a clearly defined and logical process.   It makes no sense from a planning perspective or for the man on the street. It is car centric and does not give sufficient emphasis to prioritising the allocation of sites within or adjoining main settlements (especially Wakefield town) where day-to-day facilities and services are easily accessible by foot or public transport.  As such, it is contrary to national and local planning policies which aim to direct development to more sustainable locations.  
Finally, the hierarchy is largely based on a paper produced in 2008 – over 15 years ago!  There have been significant social and economic changes since, which it fails to take account of.  It is now out of date.

Document W111

Modification MM2.27 – Site LP1411
We continue to strongly disagree that the exceptional circumstances required for a change in the Green Belt have been demonstrated and the site is suitable for development, nor that represents sustainable development.  The site while strategically located to the motorway network it is some distance from the main population centres.  This would mean that the overwhelming majority of journeys to it would be by unsustainable forms of transport especially by private car.  While it is accepted there will be some benefits especially in terms of new economic and other opportunities these would not outweigh by a wide margin the harm it would cause, especially to the environment, landscape, biodiversity and the general negative impact it would have on the local character, amenity and already inadequate infrastructure.  It is simply not a suitable nor sustainable site for development.  Indeed, we understand that the site was initially rejected by WMDC for these very sound reasons.  

Modification MM2.31 – A636 development. 
Again, we wish to underline and re-iterate our objections to the development.  Much of the development proposed in the Local Plan depends on the upgrade of roads such as this.  As such, it would promote already high dependence on car/vehicle for transport and would, therefore, represent a highly unsustainable form of development.   It would endanger public safety by the additional traffic it would generate and the associated harmful emissions.  In particular, it would have an unacceptable adverse impact on air quality in the local area, which is already poor and if allowed will only make this worse even taking into account the inadequate mitigation measures.  As such it would be contrary to national and local planning policies which seeks to support proper planning and sustainable forms of transport.

Document W112

Modification PM.29 - Green Belt Settlement Infill Boundary - amend boundary for LP954 (Chapelthorpe)
We do not consider there is any need or justifications to alter the existing robust boundary.

Appendix SA Vol 1

Please see our earlier responses to modifications MM1.5 and MM2.27.

Document W116

Please see our earlier responses to modifications MM1.5 and MM2.27.
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