
Blackmoorfoot Road
Comments tracker
Date updated: 07.05.2025

No Topic Comment Response Revised drawing references

1 Drawings

It is requested that the submitted plans are rationalised to reduce 

the amount of duplication, and/or that details are provided of the 

primary plan that should be used for the various design details (e.g. 

there are multiple plans that show bin store locations and cycle 

parking etc.). A comprehensive drawing list should also be 

provided, which includes plan name, reference number, revision 

letter and a brief description of the information it is intended to 

demonstrate. It would also be helpful if separate plans are provided 

that show highways, footpath 

and cycleways on separate plans, which will aid checking and 

future planning conditioning

Two drawing registers will be provided (Miller and Vistry) 

Updated drawings to reflect 'fixed' layout. 
N/A

2 S73

See separate sheet of S73 comments for accesses.  Councils Road 

Safety Team have requested that 1 week ATC speed survey data is 

obtained on the local highway network, the scope of which should 

be agreed in advance with HDM

Speed surveys recieved and sent to Adam.
Excel spreadsheets provided - surveys carried out by 

NDC

3 Primary loop

Residential Connector Streets should have a design speed of 

25mph, and include associated speed restraint features at a 

maximum separation of 100m. However, there is currently a 

straight section of street, which is circa 200m long and lacks 

adequate speed restraint features. This could potentially be 

addressed by incorporating low height (due to the bus route) speed 

tables / plateaus along the route, which could be incorporated with 

junctions and the uncontrolled crossing points. 

2no. speed restraints shown in the form of raised tables. AMA/22224/SK053 Series

4 Primary loop The visibility splays shown for this route have also been based on an 

incorrect design speed of 20mph design speed. 

Vis splays ammended to 25mph design speed. AMA/22224/SK044 Series

5 Primary loop

It is recommended that the shared / cycle footway is removed from 

the south side of the primary loop road for the majority of it’s 

length, to maintain one footway that is free of cycle traffic 

(particularly beneficial for the care home residents and other more 

vulnerable road users, to enable them to avoid cycle traffic). This is 

with the exception of the section of route that connects the parallel 

crossing to the 

Blackmoorfoot site access, and to the local centre. This would then 

still allow the majority of future residents who live on the south side 

of the loop road to access the wider facilities via the minor street 

network to the south (this is subject to the footpath to the north of 

the care home being designed as a shared cycle/footpath link). 

This has been incorporated into the layout.

Update drawings to reflect 'fixed' layout, namely the 'Movement 

Plan' to show where cycleways are.

 n2114_420 Movement Framework Plan - updated in 

line with comments from AD dated 24 April 2025

6 Primary loop

No swept path analysis has been provided for buses along the 

route. However, it appears that some widening on the bends will be 

necessary to ensure that buses can stay within their lane, with 

adequate clearance from opposing traffic. 

Tracked with two double decker buses passing eachother. AMA/22224/SK055 Series

7 Primary loop

The junction stagger distance for some of the proposed junction is 

sub-standard (min. 22.5m for opposing junctions and 45m for 

consecutive junctions are required – See Table 4 of the Highway 

Design Guide SPD). This is of particular concern for the access to 

the local centre, which has a stagger distance of circa 16m. Ideally 

the local centre access would be relocated to the minor street that 

runs along the western plot boundary (but this street may need 

some upgrading to accommodate service vehicles). 

Alternatively, the local centre access may be relocated further east 

(subject to adequate visibility), but this would require the parallel 

crossing to also be relocated. The local centre access should also 

be reduced in width, and suitable pedestrian/cycle crossing 

facilities provided.

Initial stagger in the east is still deficient (just over 20m stagger, 

rather than 22.5). This was discussed in detail at the meeting 

and the local centre/shared drive access was moved further 

east (along with the crossing point). Tracking for access into 

local centre is provided to show why this is so wide.

AMA/22224/SK050 Series

AMA/22224/SK078 Series

8 Primary loop

The design of the parallel crossing needs further design 

development (and may need to be relocated to accommodate the 

relocated local centre access), with no detailsofpedestrian/cycle 

visibility provided, no 

tactile paving and only two zig-zag markings proposed. 

Details provided. AMA/22224/SK050 Series

9 Primary loop

Three uncontrolled crossing points have been shown on the Primary 

Loop Road. However, a number of these crossing points are located 

in front of drives and need to be amended (they may also be 

located on raised plateau’s as mentioned above). Additional 

uncontrolled crossing should also be incorporated at other design 

lines (e.g within vicinity of junctions) and should include appropriate 

tactile paving (controlled crossing layout has been incorrectly used 

in places). 

Coloured plans now show all raised tables.
N2114M_009

N2114V_009

10 Primary loop

Further details and amendments to the bus stop proposal are 

required. Whilst the locations appear suitable in principle, further 

detail of their design is required to confirm that they comply with 

WYMetro (WYCA) guidance and LTN 1/20. At present the full 

dimensions of the bus stop layby have not been confirmed, and the 

shared cycle/footway to the rear of this bus stop has too abrupt an 

alignment. The future location of the bus shelters also needs to be 

confirmed (further discussions with WYCA are required on this 

point), as well as any hazard warning paving that is required to warn 

alighting pedestrians of the presence of the shared cycle/footway. 

Incorporated in to the latest set of drawings.
See latest layouts.

11 Primary loop

Priority crossings have been proposed for shared cycle/footways as 

they cross the junctions on the north side of the Primary Loop Road, 

which are welcomed. However, these need to include a minimum 

set-back of 6-7m, to ensure that a vehicle can stop at the give-way 

lines without blocking the major road of the crossing point. It is 

noted that there is also a lack of adequate inter-visibility for drivers 

approaching the crossing point from the minor arm (a cycle design 

speed of between 20-30kph should be used - See 

Table 5-4 of LTN 1/20). 

Designs updated following a meeting between Alex (AMA) and 

Adam Darwin on 2nd May to agree the arrangement for the 

crossing of junctions (2x in Vistry parcel and 1x in Miller parcel)

AMA/22224/SK052 Series

12 Primary loop

The Councils Road Safety Team have also raised concerns 

regarding the potential for inappropriate parking along the Primary 

Loop Road, particularly within the vicinity of the local centre. 

Therefore, further consideration of 

the required parking controls is necessary. Given the frequency of 

junctions, pedestrian/cycle crossing points, bus stops, and other 

highway features, it appears suitable to provide a system of double 

yellow lines (DYL) along 

the majority of the Primary Loop Road, to prevent obstructive 

parking (to movement and visibility). However, there may be some 

scope to omit DYL in short sections along the western section of the 

loop where there is less frontage activity. 

The DYL's are shown on the Primary Loop Road on Drawing No. 

AMA/22224/SK051 P03
AMA/22224/SK051 Series

13 Primary loop

The Councils Road Safety Team have also highlighted that the cost 

for any required traffic regulation orders (TRO’s) will need to be 

funded via the S38/S278 agreements. At this stage, it is not possible 

to advise of the likely costs, as all necessary orders are not yet 

known. However, for information, there would be TRO costs 

associated with parking controls, any vertical traffic calming 

features, controlled crossings (e.g. the parallel crossing) and speed 

limits etc. A legal orders process may also be needed to implement 

the new cycle tracks (and upgrade of the existing footway/verge at 

the site accesses). 

Noted. N/A

14 Secondary loop

Local Residential Streets should have a design speed of 20mph, 

and include associated speed restraint features at a maximum 

separation of 60m. Whilst the relatively narrow carriageway width 

will assist in maintaining lower traffic speeds, and some speed 

plateaus at junction appear to be proposed (although there are no 

details to confirm this), the design does not currently comply with 

the SPd requirements and 

additional speed restraint features are necessary. This could 

potentially be addressed by incorporating speed tables / plateaus 

along the route, which could be incorporated at junctions and the 

uncontrolled crossing points (specifically at the key desire lines, 

including accesses to play areas and the cycle crossings etc). 

Coloured plans now show all items.
N2114M_009 

N2114V_009

15 Secondary loop

The junction visibility splays and forward visibility information does 

not confirm the length of splays being demonstrated, which needs 

to be clarified. However, there are numerous parking bays and 

trees located within the junction visibility splays that will adversely 

affect visibility. These features need to be reviewed, and relocated 

where necessary. 

Drawings provided and planning layout ammended to suit.

Drawing No. AMA/22224/SK046 Series (Foreward 

Visibility Splays), Drawing No. AMA/22224/SK044 

Series  (Primary Loop Road) and Drawing No. 

AMA/22224/SK045 Series (Secondary Loop Road).

16 Secondary loop

An uncontrolled crossing point appears to be indicated for the main 

cycle crossing. This may be acceptable, but there is no traffic flow 

data to confirm it’s suitability in line with guidance (See LTN 1/20 

section 10, including Tables 10.1 & 10.2). Further design details of 

the crossing are required, which should include separate facilities 

for pedestrians and cyclists, and clear details of the interaction 

with the junction to the north that will need to be carefully 

designed. 

The layout has been amended so that the provision becomes a 

shared footway / cycleway to the north-east of the Secondary 

Loop Road. Vehicular movement on this section of the 

Secondary Loop Road given the locations of plots. On this basis, 

a uncontrolled crossing is considered appropriate.

Please refer to the planning layout.

N2114V_009 

17 Secondary loop

Additional uncontrolled crossings need to be identified on all desire 

lines. These could be incorporated with the speed restraint features 

at junctions. Pedestrian visibility also needs to be considered at all 

crossing points, which should not be blocked by parking laybys or 

other highway features (e.g. closely located trees). 

All uncontrolled crossings shown on latest layout
Latest Layout

AMA/22224/SK085 Series

18 Secondary loop

Priority crossings for pedestrians and cyclists should be provided at 

all side street junctions. These should include a minimum set-back 

of 6-7m, to enable a vehicle to stop at the give-way lines without 

blocking the major roads or the crossing points. However, there 

may be scope to provide some of the crossing with no set-back, 

subject to agreement with the Councils Section 38 Team. Typically 

details of both options should be provided for discussion purposes. 

Adequate inter-visibility for drivers approaching the crossing points 

from the minor arm (based on a cycle design speed of between 20-

30kph) also needs to be demonstrated. 

There are only two side junctions on the inside of the Secondary 

Loop. One the inside of the eastern route and one on the inside 

of the western route. On this basis, it is not considered 

necessary to provide priority crossings.

AMA HTN 22224

19 Tertiary streets

No long section information has been provided, to confirm whether 

suitable gradients have been 

achieved. However, based on the contour information provided, it 

appears that some of the shared surface streets are significantly 

steeper (e.g circa 1:15 or steeper) than the maximum gradient of 

1:20. 

Should this be the case, these streets should be amended to Type B 

Local Residential Streets. 

All shared surfaces steeper than 1:20 have been removed.

ARP drawings:

425-92-06.01-12 Proposed Long Sections

Adept drawings:

08.24007-ACE-00-ZZ-D-C-2030

08.24007-ACE-00-ZZ-D-C-2031

08.24007-ACE-00-ZZ-D-C-2032

08.24007-ACE-00-ZZ-D-C-2033

20 Tertiary streets

The transitions between Type B and Type C streets do not include 

ramps at the transition points. Once ramps are introduced, the 

adjacent footways will need extending beyond the ramps to allow 

level pedestrian access to the shared surfaces (See Kirklees 

Standard detail HD-SD-07-15A). 

Amended on latest layout Latest layout

21 Tertiary streets

The footway south of dwellings V258 to V266 is remote from the 

carriageway and has not been shown in the proposed area for 

adoption. This footway should be relocated south adjacent to 

carriageway to enable it to be adopted and to be illuminated by the 

adjacent street lights. The wide verge should then be located on the 

north side of the footway, which can then accommodate larger 

trees outside of the 

highway boundary. 

Amended on latest layout Latest layout

22 Tertiary streets

The swept path analysis demonstrates that the refuse vehicle 

cannot pass a car on all bends (see further comments below 

regarding S38/adoption matters). Therefore, widening of these 

bends is required, to ensure the refuse vehicles can pass an 

oncoming or parked car, with suitable clearance. 

Layout to be updated to suit 'Passing Vehicles Tracking'.
AMA/22224/SK042 Series (Miller)

AMA/22224/SK086 Series (Vistry)

23 Tertiary streets

The junction visibility splays and forward visibility information does 

not confirm the length of splays being demonstrated, which needs 

to be clarified. However, there are numerous parking bays and 

trees located within the junction visibility splays that will adversely 

affect visibility. These features need to be reviewed, and relocated 

where necessary. 

AMA reviewed

Forward Visibility Splays shown on AMA/22224/SK046 

Series , Junction Visibility Splays shown on  

AMA/22224/SK044 Series, AMA/22224/SK045 and 

AMA/22224/SK056.

24 Tertiary streets

The location and design or pedestrian and cycle crossing points has 

not been indicated. These need to be designed to ensure there is 

adequate visibility, and so they do not conflict with private drives 

and other highway features. 

Coloured plans now show all items.
N2114M_009 

N2114V_009

25 Tertiary streets
Some of the turning heads do not appear to be of sufficient size 

(e.g. adjacent to V58). 

AMA reviewed

Further discussion required on constraints to deliver turning 

facilities. 

AMA/22224/SK072 Series

26 Tertiary streets

Visitor parking bays have been provided on some of the streets. 

However, these are mainly provided on shared surfaces and private 

drives, with most Type B streets not including parking bays. 

Therefore, whilst the supporting information suggest that 1:4 visitor 

parking spaces have been provided, they are not 

well spread across all streets, and the spaces located within private 

drives will only be usable by those living on the private drives. 

A mixture of VP's and ghost VP's are now incorporated to the 

layout.

AMA/22224/SK059 Series (Miller)

AMA/22224/SK069 Series (Vistry)

27 Tertiary streets

Due to the low traffic flows that are likely on the minor roads, it is 

not considered necessary or beneficial to provide shared 

cycle/footways on these streets (which is generally the case). 

Therefore, it is recommended that the shared cycle/footway on the 

streets adjacent to dwellings V305-V308 and V333&V353 are 

removed, and replaced with a 2m wide footway. However, the 

shared off-street pedestrian/cycle link to the south that connects 

between V381 & V375 should be retained, but instead connect to 

the end of the turning head to avoid conflict with the footpath route 

to the west. 

This has been reviewed by AMA and actioned.  Road V16 

(adjacent plots V305-V308 and plots V333-353) is now 

designated as a local residential street B1 with a 2m footway on 

either side.  Shared cycle/footway removed.  The shared off-

street pedestrian/cycle link to the south that connects between 

V381 & V375 has been retained and the connection to the end 

of the turning head has been amended to avoid conflict with the 

footpath (as discussed between AMA and Adam Darwin).  

 n2114_420 Movement Framework Plan

Latest Layout

28 Tertiary streets

It is unclear whether a bend or junction is proposed immediately 

north of V232. However, neither adequate forward visibility or 

junction visibility has been demonstrated. Given the adjacent street 

layout, a bend would be most appropriate in this location. 

This has been reviewed by AMA and actioned.  The shared drive 

has been altered with a more suitable bend incorporated and 

the forward visibility demonstrated (drawing SK046-5.5) and 

junction visibility demonstrated (drawing SK081-2.2)

Latest layout

29 Shared drives

Drives should be a minimum of 4.5m wide. However, a clear width 

of 6m will be required in most cases, to enable parking spaces to be 

accessible. 

Noted. Latest layout

30 Shared drives

Some of the drives appear difficult to access (e.g. V467). 

Therefore, widening or extending some of the private drives is likely 

to be necessary, which should be checked with Swept Path Analysis 

(SPA). 

Turning facilities have been incoporated on private shared 

drives, where possible. 
Latets layout

31 Shared drives

No SPA has been provided to confirm that the turning heads are 

adequate. This should be checked using a large delivery van (e.g. 

3.5T van) and/or fire tender (if necessary due to the drive length). 

Turning facilities have been incoporated on private shared 

drives, where possible. 
 AMA/22224/SK083 Series

32 Shared drives

The turning head opposite plot 68-69 bisects the footpath in the 

NEAP, which is likely to create various practical and legal issues. 

This could be resolved by moving the turning head further west into 

the private drive and swapping with the visitor parking bays. This 

would also move the turning head to a better location and minimise 

the reversing distance. 

Noted and amedned to incorporate turning facility. Latest layout

33 Shared drives

Adequate junction visibility is required for shared private drives as 

they join shared surface streets, which is not currently provided. 

This is most critical on the shared surface streets that are through 

vehicle routes, where higher traffic speeds and volumes may 

occur. 

Vis splays from private shared drives have been reviewed and 

neccessary changes have been made for the primary loop i.e. 

'higher traffic speeds and volume' routes.

Junction Visibility Splays shown AMA/22224/SK044 

Series, AMA/22224/SK045 Series and 

AMA/22224/SK056 Series.

34 Shared drives

Some of the proposed bin presentation points appear to be too 

small to accommodate the required number of bins (See the 

Councils Waste Management Guidance document for more 

details). 

Miller's and Vistry BCP are adequate for the private shared 

drives.
Latest layout

35 Accessibility

The Transport Assessment, Travel Plan and Design and Access 

Statement include high level information regarding the accessibility 

of existing local services/amenities and some of the 

pedestrian/cycle infrastructure proposed within the site. However, 

the information is lacking in detail and doesn’t provide a 

comprehensive assessment of the sites accessibility, or analysis of 

the access constraints and opportunities. Therefore, it is 

recommended that a more in-depth assessment should be 

undertake, which assesses all of the key desire lines into and 

through the site, to ensure that the proposals maximise the 

accessibility for pedestrians and cyclists. This could be through a 

WCHAA type assessment approach (See GG142 of DMRB). 

The accessibility of the site was established as part of the 

outline planning consent.  Notwithstanding this point, the 

movement framework identifies how the site’s pedestrian and 

cycle connections link to existing routes (wherever possible).  

36 Accessibility

In is noted that the supporting information suggests that the cycling 

provision has been designed in accordance 

with LTN 1/20 guidance and that an LTN 1/20 design review has 

been undertaken. However, there is no evidence of this review in 

the submission, and it is clear that not all of the proposals are in full 

accordance with LTN 1/20. Of particular note is the use of shared 

use cycle/footways, which are not generally advocated in LTN 1/20, 

and as highlighted by ATE in their response. Whilst there are good 

reasons why shared use/cycle footways have been provided in 

certain locations, no justification for their use or suitability has 

been provided in the submission, and further clarification and 

design rationale is required (as specifically requested by ATE). 

LTN 1/20 statement provided by  AMA. AMA HTN 22224

37 Accessibility

No pedestrian, cycle, or vehicular traffic flow information for the 

streets and paths within the site has been provided. Therefore, it is 

not currently possible to determine the required design parameters 

for paths and crossings, as required by LTN 1/20 (again, as 

specifically requested by ATE). 

LTN 1/20 statement provided by  AMA. 

Anticipated daily traffic figures at Appendix A of the LTN 1/20 

Statement which justify the proposed pedestrian and cycle 

infrastructure.

AMA HTN 22224

38 Accessibility

Blackmoorfoot Road and Felk Stile Road main accesses – The 

shared cycle/footways links that are proposed are considered to be 

suitable. However, the facilities at the site access junctions are not 

currently acceptable, and do not adequately cater for pedestrians 

accessing and waiting at the existing bus stops, or provide adequate 

facilities for pedestrians and cyclists accessing the wider network, 

or other local amenities such as The Sands House Pub.

Final version of the two accesses now designed as part of RSA 

process.

Agreed as part of the Section 73 discussions/application. 

Refer to latest drawings from ARP and AMA

39 Accessibility

Felk Stile Road, adjacent to golf club access and additional bus 

stop – No pedestrian link has currently been proposed to link the 

internal streets to the golf club accessed from Felk Stile Road. This 

could easily be provided directly opposite the golf club access, and 

connect to the proposed footpath running along the western edge 

of the site. 

This is no longer a requirement.

40 Accessibility

Active travel link to Lowden Leisure site – It was requested at the pre-

applications stage that a future active travel link be facilitated to 

the Lowden Leisure site (Site allocated for housing in the Local Plan) 

to the east of the site. Whilst it does appear possible for this to be 

incorporated into the proposals, there is limited information 

provided (it is shown on the movement plan, but not discussed 

elsewhere in the submission, with no details of the design or the 

mechanism for it’s future delivery identified). 

Link required as per Nick's comments and addressed in latest 

layout. This is subject to levels but proposals show the road 

tieing into existing levels on adjacent parcel. 

41 Accessibility

Crosland Hill Road via Quarry Road (or other alternative option) – 

There is a key desire line to the east of the site to Crosland Hill 

Road, which would enable onward connections to the main 

residential area of Crossland Moor and Huddersfield Town centre 

beyond. This has been discussed at length with the applicant at the 

pre-application stage. However, the proposals do not provide any 

details of what is proposed, with only passing mentioned in the 

Design and Access statement. 

Link provided on latest layout Latest layout

42 Accessibility

The movement plan and Design and Access Statement confirm 

that a new footpath link (on the line of an existing walked route) will 

be provided to the north of the site connecting to the existing 

footpath network, and allowing onward connections to the west. 

However, there are no details of what is proposed or how this would 

be delivered. There are also no details of connections to the PROW 

network that runs along the northern boundary of the site, or 

confirmation of whether improvements to these existing PROWS 

are proposed. Therefore, further information and design details are 

required. 

Upgrade works are proposed to the footpath inside of land that 

we control. These are highlighted on the Planning Layout and 

Movement Plan.

N2114_420 Movement Plan

43 Accessibility

Within the central LEAP, some of the paths are identified as shared 

cycle/footpaths and others as just footpaths. As cyclists are 

allowed in the LEAP area, they are likely to use all of the paths and 

they should be designed accordingly. 

Movement plan shows proposed surface finished for 

cycle/pesdestrian links.
N2114_420 Movement Plan

44 Accessibility
As requested by ATE, a cycle link to the MUGA should be considered 

from the shared surface street located to the south. 
Included on the updated layout from the secondary loop. N2114_009

45 Accessibility

A cycle link should be provided between the eastern section of the 

Secondary Loop Road and the shared surface street serving plots 

V58. 

This has been discussed with Kirklees and the banking is too 

steep to accommodate a cycle path so is undeliverable due to 

levels

N/A

46 Drawings

A full package of design information should also be provided for all 

pedestrian and cycle routes (both to be adopted highway and within 

site managed/maintained areas). It is important that the proposals 

are designed to a sufficient level of detail, as achieving adequate 

facilities with suitable visibility splays etc. is likely to have an 

impact on the development layout and would be very difficult to 

address at a later stage in the design process. The submission 

should also be clear on the method and timing for delivery of all 

infrastructure, with a clear explanation of the works and the legal 

mechanism(s) for delivery. 

An updated engineering appraisal pack will be provided in due 

course for s38 to suit the agreed layout. All visibility splays and 

forward vis details have been provided as per previous 

comments.

AMA-22224-SK044

AMA-22224-SK045 Series

AMA-22224-SK046 Series

47 Drawings

Long sections for all routes, which are cross-referenced to 

numbered route plans. It is noted that all cycle routes should have 

a maximum gradient of 1:20, which is particularly important for 

shared cycle/footway. 

Should any routes be steeper than this, more robustly engineered 

paths are likely to be required. 

Long sections will be provided in line with the comment above.

ARP drawings:

425-92-06.01-12 Proposed Long Sections

Adept drawings:

08.24007-ACE-00-ZZ-D-C-2030

08.24007-ACE-00-ZZ-D-C-2031

08.24007-ACE-00-ZZ-D-C-2032

08.24007-ACE-00-ZZ-D-C-2033

48 Drawings

Dimensioned plans, showing all widths, centre line radii, visibility 

splays and forward visibility sight-lines, in accordance with 

appropriate design speeds (to be confirmed) and all other design 

parameters to ensure compliance with LTN 1/20 (where practical 

and appropriate for the site context). 

Forward Vis and Vis Splays provided in drawings previously 

referenced.

Plan prepared for road widths and centre line radii.

AMA-22224-SK077

49 Drawings
Proposed surfacing (full construction specification is not required 

at this stage).

This will be in line with Kirklees requirements i.e. Type C roads 

block paved.

N2114M_009 

N2114V_009

50 Drawings

Treatment of cycle crossing points at junctions and stand-alone 

crossings. As previously mentioned, a standard detail(s) should be 

agreed in advance for the priority crossings at junctions, based on 

the indicative designs contained in LTN 1/20 with full set-back (min. 

6-7m) likely to be required in most cases. 

As per previous comments, raised tables to be provided (as per 

Kirklees standards) and 6m set backs included on the layout for 

the primary loop. AMA LTN 1/20 tech note covers the secondary 

and tertiary requirements.

Cycle crossing point arrangement now agreed with Adam Darwin

AMA/22224/SK052

51 Drawings

Transition points for the cycle routes at all desire lines, which 

include adequate visibility splays, 

unobstructed by parking bays and street trees etc. 

Set backs provided on Primary loop. Raised tables provided on 

secondary loop at crossing points.
Latest layout

52 Drawings
Pedestrian crossing points at all desire lines, which include 

adequate visibility splays. 
Plans provided showing all proposed crossing points. AMA/22224/SK057 P02

53 Drawings

Indicative tactile paving arrangements for pedestrian crossings and 

cycle routes. It is important that these arrangements are 

considered early in the design process, to ensure that suitable 

design details can be achieved. This level of detail will also help 

highlight any potential layout issues that may otherwise be 

overlooked. 

Plans provided showing all proposed crossing points.
N2114M_009 

N2114V_009

54 Drawings

Indicative lighting details for off-street routes (to be privately 

managed / maintained by the Site 

Management Company). 

Paths and cycleways through privately maintained areas are not 

propsed to be lit.
N/A

55 Drawings

Proposed boundary treatments adjacent to the cycle routes should 

also be indicated on the plans, as additional width is required where 

there are vertical features adjacent to the routes (See Table 5-3 of 

LTN 1/20). 

Boundary treatment plans provided by each developer and 

updated as part of latest submission

N2114M_700 Boundary Treatment Plan (Miller) 

N2114V_700 Boundary Treatment Plan (Vistry)

56 Drawings

The extent and status of all pedestrian and cycle routes should be 

coloured codes on a detailed plan(s). 

This should include all off-street provision, as well as on-street cycle 

routes. The drawing key should clearly identify the legal status of the 

routes (e.g. either shared use or dedicated cycle track, footway or 

footpath), who will be responsible for management and 

maintenance (it is expected that facilities adjacent to the highway 

would be offered for adoption, but off-street facilities would be 

managed / maintained by the Site Management Company); and 

that they will be available for unobstructed public use (e.g. either 

adopted or privately maintained highways). 

Please refer to the movement plan provided. N2114_420 Movement Plan

Consultee: Adam Darwin - HDM 

Date received: 29/10/24

Document reference: HDM comments 291024



57 Travel Plan

An ‘Interim Travel Plan’ has been submitted in support of the RM 

proposals, which suggests that a Full Travel Plan will be submitted 

following occupation and the completion of the first baseline 

surveys. This approach is not 

acceptable, and is not in accordance with the requirements of the 

planning condition (e.g. to be agreed 3 months prior to 

occupation). 

Propose this be captured via a RM condition

58 Travel Plan

Notwithstanding the above, some initial observations regarding the 

submitted Interim Travel Plan are as follows: 

• The target of a 5% reduction in single occupancy car trips 

achieved over the five-year travel plan 

monitoring period is unambitious, as has been suggested in the ATE 

response. 

• Travel Plan targets should not be limited to just commuter trips, as 

these are only a minority of the overall 

trips associated with a residential development. 

• Details of the Travel Plan Coordinator (TPC) need to be included in 

the Travel Plan. If these are not 

known at the time of writing, interim contact details should be 

provided, including the contact responsible 

for the appointment of the TPC (e.g. from the applicants 

organisation). 

• It is suggested that Travel Plan measures will be ‘suitability 

funded’. This is too vague and needs to be 

clarified that all measures included in the Travel Plan (with the 

exception of the specific measures to be 

funded by the Sustainable Transport Contribution, which are to be 

agreed in due course), including 

funding the TPC role, monitoring and managing the Travel Plan and 

providing all other measures not 

covered by the Sustainable Transport Contribution are to be funded 

by the development. 

• It is suggested that the TPC could be fulfilled by a resident. This is 

not acceptable during the formal 

Propose this be captured via a RM condition

59 S38

Preliminary Long Sections of all streets and paths. This must be 

cross-referenced to numbered street 

plans, and include chainage information. 

Updated engineering pack provided

ARP drawings:

425-92-06.01-12 Proposed Long Sections

Adept drawings:

08.24007-ACE-00-ZZ-D-C-2030

08.24007-ACE-00-ZZ-D-C-2031

08.24007-ACE-00-ZZ-D-C-2032

08.24007-ACE-00-ZZ-D-C-2033

60 S38

Dimensioned plans, including street widths, centre line radii, 

junction stagger distances, junction radii, visibility splays and 

forward visibility sight-lines. At present, some of the information has 

been provided, but it is incomplete and located over numerous 

plans that are not highways/transport specific. Some of 

the visibility splay information is also not based on the correct 

design speeds, and does not assess visibility for pedestrians and 

cyclists, including at crossing points and transitions (although this 

information would be better shown on the dedicated 

pedestrian/cycle infrastructure plans mentioned above). 

Duplication of comment 48. AMA/22224/SK077

61 S38

Details of speed restraint features, including ramps (required for all 

shared surfaces) and speed plateaus 

etc. 

Drawings provided and planning layout ammended to suit.
N2114M_009 

N2114V_009

62 S38

Preliminary surface material plans. Whilst construction 

specifications are not required at the stage, the proposed materials 

pallet should be identified, which should include block paving for 

shared surface streets (and potentially for some of the plateaus). 

Duplication of comment 49. N2114M_009 

63 S38

Kerbing alignments, pedestrian/cycle crossing details and tactile 

paving (including necessary paving at bus stops and on cycle routes 

etc). 

Duplication of previous requests. Refer to planning layout and 

previously referenced AMA drawings.
N/A

64 S38
Preliminary Road marking scheme (in accordance with 

TSRGD/TSM). 

We don’t feel that this is necessary at this stage and will be 

agreed as part of the detailed design sumbission with the S38 

team. 

65 S38

Preliminary Traffic Regulation Order scheme, including DYL 

proposals, and reference to other necessary TRO’s (e.g. relating to 

road humps and controlled crossings etc).  

Duplication of comments 12 & 13.

DYL proposal provided along with locations for raised tables. We 

are aware of the need for TRO's and these will be dealt with as 

part of the S38 technical submission.

AMA-22224-SK051

AMA-22224-SK053 Series

66 S38 Pedestrian/cycle crossing arrangements and junction treatments; Duplication of numerous prior comments.
N2114M_009 

N2114V_009

67 S38

Street tree details, including proposed root protection measures. 

Whilst the final details of the tree species may not need to be 

agreed at this stage, a clear understanding of the type of trees that 

are likely to be proposed and their location is required, to 

understand the potential impact on visibility and overhang of the 

carriageway and cycle tracks (which should be avoided). 

Typical details provided for root protection measures.

Types of trees will be provided as part of detailed landscaping 

proposals and agreed during the S38 technical submission. This 

will ensure that there are no issues with encorachment. 

GLY0043 SP 01

68 S38

Extent of the proposed highway adoption and unadopted 

communal areas. It is noted that a preliminary plan has been 

provided, which is good to see. However, this will need to be 

updated once the preliminary arrangements have been agreed. The 

key should also confirm that prior to adoption of any streets, they 

will remain the responsibility of the development and managed / 

maintained by the Site Management 

Company (on behalf of the residents). 

Noted. 'Shared Drives' shown on the planning layout will be 

private. All labelled roads will be adopted  (the coloured layout 

shows block paved roads). All footways, footpaths and 

cycleways (shared and segregated) are highlighted on the 

movement plan.

N2114M_009 

N2114_420 Movement Plan

69 S38

Swept path analysis (SPA) – Whilst SPA plans have ben provided, 

they will need to be updated to ensure that a refuse vehicle can 

pass a car throughout the layout, which will require additional bend 

widening in a number of locations. The SPA also needs to include 

passing buses on the Primary Loop Road (with bend widening as 

necessary), turning of light vans on the longer shared private drives, 

and 

large cars accessing any drives that have constrained access. It is 

also noted that the refuse vehicle SPA that has been undertaken to 

date has not used the 11.85m long Kirklees design refuse vehicle, 

has utilised stationary steering in turning heads and lacks adequate 

clearance between passing vehicles in a 

number of locations, and is not acceptable. Therefore, updated 

tracking is needed to address these issues, with turning heads 

enlarged and bends widened as necessary. 

Duplication of comments 6, 22 & 31. N/A

70 S38

Stage 1 RSA – Once the site layout and associated details have 

been agreed in principle with the Council, they will then need to be 

subject to the Stage 1 RSA process, prior to determination of the 

RM applications. It is highlighted that an RSA Brief must be agreed in 

advance with the HDM Team, 

otherwise this would not constitute as a compliant RSA report and 

will be rejected. 

Noted. N/A

71 S38

It is requested that the package of highway related drawings are 

separate to drawings showing other design information, which will 

assist with clarity and for planning condition purposes. The plans 

should also cover the site 

as a whole, which will help avoid issues of duplication and 

potentially conflicting information between plans and development 

phases. The phasing of the highway infrastructure can then be dealt 

with by the submission of a separate phasing plan(s). 

Noted. N/A

72 S38

No details of any highway retaining features have currently been 

submitted, or engineering information relating to ground conditions 

associated with the formal quarry use of the site. We would 

recommend providing details of all proposed retaining features, 

existing ground condition and proposed construction methods for 

all highways, and underground storage facilities (including pipes) to 

my colleague Farhad Khatibi (Team Leader) in the structures 

section at the earliest opportunity, who will be able to advise of the 

necessary requirements in more detail. 

No highway retaining walls on Miller or Vistry parcels N/A

73 Phasing

Some initial phasing information has been submitted. Whilst the 

suggesting phasing appears logical, the information is quite limited 

and needs to be considered in further detail in due course. 

Particular care needs to be taken regarding the delivery of the 

highway, footpath and cycle track infrastructure, which needs to be 

in place at 

the appropriate time. This includes the provision of the Primary Link 

Road, which is required early in the delivery process (as appears to 

be suggested) to ensure that the bus route is available at the 

correct time and to the required standard (e.g. to be substantially 

completed and accepted for adoption, although it is likely that the 

full 12 month maintenance period may not have elapsed and full 

adoption may not have occurred prior to it coming into use, which 

would need to be discussed further with WYCA and any prospective 

bus operators). 

Captured under the Outline - Condition 6 N/A

74 Phasing

Based on the current phasing information, it is also a concern that 

the footpath and active travel links, including those to the north, 

are not proposed to come forward until the later development 

stages. It is extremely important that these links are provided as 

early as possible in the development process, before resident’s 

travel habits become established (that are initially likely to be very 

much car orientated otherwise). Therefore, if it is not possible / 

feasible to provide the final active travel routes earlier in the 

delivery process, then temporary routes should be provided in the 

interim period to cater for the key desire lines. 

Captured under the Outline - Condition 6 N/A

75 Phasing

The phasing of streets also requires careful consideration, to 

ensure that adequate facilities are available for each phase of 

occupation. In particular, adequate facilities for emergency service 

and waste collection vehicles are necessary, including adequate 

turning facilities. 

Captured under the Outline - Condition 6 N/A

76 Parking

The applicant is requested to confirm that all drive parking spaces 

are a minimum of 2.5x5.0m (plus additional length when adjacent 

to garage to enable opening). Drives also need to be widened by an 

additional 0.9m, if a separate pedestrian path is not provided. A bin 

presentation point is also required for each dwelling, although this 

could be located on a drive, as long as this would not prevent a 

vehicle exiting. 

Confirmed and designed in line with building regulations.
N2114_009

The supporting information suggests that visitor parking provision 

has been provided at the required ratio of 1 space per 4 dwellings, 

which are provided in laybys. A plan has also been submitted to 

highlight where these are 

located. However, there are a number of issues with these 

arrangements as follows:  

• The parking laybys are generally only provided on shared surface 

streets and private drives. This is likely to result in problematic 

parking occurring on the Type B residential streets. The visitor 

parking on private drives would also not be available for wider public 

use, so can’t be taken into account as part of the overall site 

provision (it would be sensible to consider each street and shared 

private drive separately to determine the required level of 

provision). 

• The parking bays have not been evenly spread across the site, so 

may be under-utilised, with residents 

and their visitors choosing to park on the running carriageway near 

to their dwelling instead. 

• The dimensions of the parking bays have not been confirmed. 

However, these should be a minimum of 6m long (with 45 degree 

tapers) and 2.0-2.4m wide (the wider width is required on shared 

surface streets to enable car doors to be opened, although this 

could be addressed by widening the adjacent hard margin to 1.0m). 

• A number of parking laybys have been located in junction visibility 

splays and should be relocated. This is particularly an issue on the 

Secondary Loop Road, where these parking bays are also likely to 

restrict visibility for pedestrians at crossing points and cycle 

transitions. 

• On the streets that do not include visitor parking laybys, it is 

necessary to check that there will be 

sufficient on-street parking availability. Therefore, plans should be 

provided to demonstrate where these vehicles could be 

accommodated without blocking drives (on both sides of the 

street), junctions and turning heads, which should be confirmed by 

SPA.

78 Parking

Secure cycle parking is to be provided for all dwellings either in 

garages or in secure garden areas. However, the following points 

are noted, which should be addressed: 

 • The location of ‘cycle storage’ in rear gardens has been identified. 

However, no details of the facilities have been provided, so it is 

unclear whether they meet the minimum size/capacity 

recommendations in LTN 1/20 (as specifically requested by ATE in 

their response), which suggest 1 secure/covered space 

per bedroom that can accommodate a range of cycle types. 

• Some of the cycle parking locations in rear gardens appear 

difficult to access, with riders appearing to need to lift their bikes 

around sharp corners to access the rear gardens. This should be 

reviewed to ensure an external route to the cycle storage is 

available, which is accessible for a range of cycle types.  

• No cycle parking has been identified for the 

maisonette/apartment dwellings. 

• Additional cycle parking should be provided within the wider site, 

including within the vicinity of the play areas (as recommended by 

ATE) and the local centre. This could be in the form of Sheffield 

stands. 

Cycle parking (sheffield stands) to be incoproated into 

landscape designs for LAP/LEAP.  N47 incorporated sheffield 

stands for maisonettes

Miller Homes Maisonettes (Fielding/Farthing) have a private 

shed allocated.

N2114_009

Parking77

Visitor parking allocation has been met across the development, 

as a whole. This has now been distributed across all types of 

road and private shared drive in the form of laybys and on street 

parking.
N2114_009


