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Subject Matter 34 Hearing Statement on behalf of Persimmon Homes West 
Yorkshire – Site MX1905 

1.0 Introduction 

1.1 This Hearing Statement has been prepared by Lichfields on behalf of Persimmon Homes West 

Yorkshire (“Persimmon”) and responds to the questions set by the Inspector in relation to site 

MX1905 within Matter 34.  

1.2 It is important to note that Persimmon does not object in principal of the development of this 

site and recognise that it will play an important role in accommodating an element of the 

housing needs of the District, as well as meeting a spatial priority in the Leeds City Region 

Strategic Economic Plan (SEP) (Local Plan Part 1, para 1.29).  Our concerns over this site 

however relate to its ability to deliver the level of housing that the Local Plan as submitted relies 

upon and importantly the level of delivery within the plan period.  We have previously made 

representations to the Local Plan consultation, including at Stage 1 of the examination, 

regarding the likely shortfall of housing which will occur as a result of the unrealistic lead-in 

times and phasing/delivery rates which have been applied to this site in the draft Plan. These 

concerns remain, and are elaborated upon within this Statement.   

1.3 This Hearing Statement should be read in conjunction with our representations submitted 

during the Local Plan Consultation (2016) on behalf of Persimmon (Lichfields representor ID: 

969464, Persimmon representor ID: 975291).  

Persimmon in Kirklees 

1.4 Persimmon has control of the following proposed allocations and is committed to delivering 

residential development at these sites at the earliest opportunity in accordance with the 

emerging Plan: 

 Housing allocations H102 and H660 at Netherton; 

 Housing allocation H502 at Skelmanthorpe; and, 

 Part of mixed use allocation MX1911 in Lindley 

1.5 Persimmon also has control of Urban Green Space designation UGS2151 at Rumble Road in 

Dewsbury (also referred to as rejected housing allocation H357) where planning permission has 

recently been granted for 149 dwellings. This site is in close proximity to H2089 which is the 

subject of this Statement. Persimmon also has control of the following rejected housing 

allocations: 

 H575 in Kirkburton; 

 H231 in Gomersal; and, 
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 H476 in Mirfield 

1.6 Given the need for additional sites to be identified in the Plan to address the full objectively 

assessed need for housing and make up for the shortfall in delivery from the three strategic 

allocations (H1747, H2089 and MX1905), as well as other sites which have been demonstrated 

to be undeliverable as proposed, Persimmon would welcome the opportunity to bring the above 

rejected sites into the Plan in order to help meet identified housing needs. A suite of technical 

information is available for each of Persimmon’s sites which show that they are suitable and 

deliverable for residential development. 

1.7 Although sites H575 and H231 are within a different sub-area to site H2089 (Kirklees Rural and 

Batley & Spen respectively), their inclusion in the Plan would have no significant change on the 

overall Spatial Development Strategy or policy PLP 3.  

2.0 Issue – Are the proposed Green Belt release housing and mixed-use 
allocations in the Dewsbury and Mirfield Sub-Area justified, 
effective, developable/deliverable and in line with national policy? 

MX1905 – land east of 932-1110 Leeds Road, Shaw Cross/Woodkirk, 

Dewsbury (1,535 dwellings and 122,500 m2 employment) 

MX3394 – Lees House Farm, Leeds Road, Dewsbury (38 dwellings and 

3,816 m2 employment) 

Question (a) - What is the relationship between sites MX1905 and MX3394? Is 

access between the sites achievable given the Public Rights of Way along the south-

eastern and northern boundaries of MX3394? 

2.1 No comment. 

Question (b) - How was the proposed mix of uses and the amount of 

dwellings/employment floorspace determined? Is there evidence that this mix is 

viable and deliverable? Should the Plan provide clearer details regarding the 

type/form of employment floorspace anticipated on MX1905, as set out in Table 

3.2 of Interim Transport Assessment Scoping Note 2016 (SS13)? 

2.2 No comment. 

Question (c) - How does allocation MX1905 fit with the Leeds City Region Strategic 

Economic Plan and the Kirklees Economic Strategy? 

2.3 No comment. 

Question (d) - Should the Plan clearly specify the number/location of access points 

required and highways/transport infrastructure requirements? Has the necessary 

third party land been secured for access solutions to MX1905? 

2.4 The Plan states that ‘multiple access points’ are required to serve the site, but gives no indication 

to the exact number which are required or where these should be located. 

2.5 It is noted that one of the access points shown on the masterplan at SS13 shows an access road 

serving the residential parcels at the south of the site from Owl Lane through land which is not 

controlled by the site promoter, and which is allocated for residential development (H559). It is 
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understood that Barratt David Wilson Homes has an option agreement in place on this land. If 

this access option is taken, the delivery of the access will be ransomed by the delivery of the 

Barratt scheme, and will also require the widening of Chidswell Lane which is a narrow country 

road unsuitable for accessing a strategic mixed use development in its current state. It is likely 

that land from within H559 will need to be reserved to provide a satisfactory junction 

arrangement across Chidswell Lane into MX1905. 

Question (e) - Does the Plan provide sufficient detail on other infrastructure 

requirements for site MX1905, including education, open space, other recreation 

facilities and the provision of a Local Centre? Should the Plan specify the amount 

of land required for the provision of facilities, along with details of 

timing/phasing? How and at what stage will provision be made for early 

years/childcare and secondary education facilities? 

2.6 The Plan lists a requirement for ‘Early Years and Childcare provision’ within the site specific 

considerations, but no mention of this provision is made within the Delivery Statement (SS13), 

and it is vague on the phasing of other social infrastructure. 

2.7 It is considered that further detail should be provided regarding the phasing of necessary 

infrastructure linked to housing delivery, and the size of/amount of land this social 

infrastructure requires should be calculated and factored into the masterplan. Following this, it 

may be necessary to make consequential adjustments to the site capacity, and to identify 

additional sites which can deliver homes in the short term to make up for this deficit.  

Question (f) - Should the proposal provide clearer detail on mitigation required in 

association with biodiversity and landscaping on site MX1905, including the 

retention of existing woodland habitats? Has ecological and arboricultural survey 

work been completed? 

2.8 No comment. 

Question (g) - Have constraints for site MX1905 relating to air quality, flood risk, 

drainage, noise, odour, contamination and land stability been satisfactorily 

investigated and addressed? Are related mitigation measures and requirements 

clearly expressed in the Plan? How have these constraints/measures impacted on 

the viability of the scheme? 

2.9 No comment. 

Question (h) - The housing trajectory indicates that 355 dwellings will come 

forward within five years, with the first units delivered in 2019/20. To date no 

planning application has been submitted. Are the estimated delivery timescales 

reasonable and justified? 

2.10 As set out in our representations to the Stage 1 hearings, it is considered that the delivery 

timescales for this site are wholly unreasonable and unjustified.  

2.11 Our response to this question draws on evidence from a recent research piece undertaken by 

Lichfields entitled ‘Start to Finish’. This research was referred to by the Inspector in the MIQs at 

Stage 1 (Matter 4), was discussed in the corresponding hearing sessions, and was included at 

Annex 1 of our Matter 4 Hearing Statement. It shows that, for sites of 1,000 – 1,499 units, the 

average planning approval period (i.e. the amount of time taken from first outline application 
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validation to delivery of first dwelling) is around 5.5 years, whereas for sites of 1,500 – 1,999 

units this period is around 6.5 years. 

2.12 The Start to Finish research shows that the average build rate for sites of 1,000 – 1,499 units is 

just over 100 dwellings per annum (dpa), and for sites of 1,500 – 1,999 the average built rate is 

around 130dpa.  

2.13 A comparison of the planning approval period and build rate assumed by the Plan and that 

based on our extensive research is shown in Table 1 below.  

2.14 The residential capacity of Site MX1905 is 1,535 units. For the purpose of this exercise we have 

taken the median figures from the Start to Finish research from the 1,000 – 1,499 unit and 

1,500 – 1,999 ranges. The Chidswell Delivery Statement envisages submission of an outline 

planning application in ‘early 2018’. Given that this is yet to happen, and that the site is 

currently Green Belt, we have assumed in the ‘Lichfields Evidence’ row that the application will 

be submitted in October 2018 (estimated adoption of Local Plan). 

Table 1 Lead-in times comparison, Site MX1905 

 Year of first delivery Total Plan Period delivery 

Housing Trajectory* 2019/20 1,535
1
 

Lichfields Evidence 
 

2024/25 748
2
 

Shortfall  787 

*Taken from EX30.2 

2.15 Based on our national assessment of planning approval periods and delivery rates, we expect the 

Chidswell site to fall short of its residential capacity by 787 dwellings – a significant undersupply 

equivalent to almost half of the annual housing requirement for the entire District. When this is 

added to the shortfall from the strategic allocations at Bradley Golf Course (H1747/H351) and 

Dewsbury Riverside (H2089) (see our separate Hearing Statements on those sites), we calculate 

that there will be an under-delivery in the region of 3,045 homes across the plan 

period (14% of total housing land requirement). 

2.16 Additionally, it is noted from the masterplan at SS13 that only a small part of the residential 

development within the site is shown within the north of the site adjacent to Leeds Road. The 

rest of the residential development is to be located at the south of the site, and will either need to 

be accessed by long estate roads through the employment land parcels, or via the link through 

allocation H559. If the delivery of H559 is delayed, this could further reduce the rate of housing 

output as it may not be viable or practical to access these parcels through large tranches of 

potentially undeveloped (depending on speed of employment floorspace creation) employment 

land. 

2.17 To make up for this shortfall, additional housing sites which are capable of being delivered in 

the plan period will need to be identified. It is considered that sites within the Huddersfield sub-

area and wider District could be allocated without harm to the Council’s spatial development 

strategy, including but not limited to: 

                                                             
1 As provided in EX30.2 Housing Trajectory 
2 Assuming a 6 year period from submission of outline to 1st dwelling and build rate of 115dpa  
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 H575 in Kirkburton; 

 H231 in Gomersal; and, 

 H476 in Mirfield 

2.18 Persimmon has control of the above sites, and has extensive technical evidence which 

demonstrates their suitability for residential development. This evidence has been provided to 

the Council as part of previous stages of the Local Plan consultation process and, in the absence 

of a rejected or ‘omission sites’ session, can be made available at the Inspector’s or Council’s 

request. 

2.19 Site H476 at Leeds Road, Mirfield falls within the same sub-area as MX1905, and a more 

detailed description of the merits of this site is provided in our Statement on Site H2089 within 

Matter 34. 

Question (i) - What effect would the proposed boundary changes and allocations 

have on the Green Belt and the purposes of including land within it? In particular, 

how would the existing gap between Dewsbury and settlements within Wakefield 

be affected? Are there exceptional circumstances that justify altering the Green 

Belt? If so, what are they? 

2.20 No comment. 
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