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DC Admin

From: Nick Hirst

Sent: 21 August 2025 12:04

To: DC Admin

Subject: FW: Castle Hill Hotel - 2024-93494

Attachments: 2018 Transport Assessment.pdf; 2024 Transport Assessment.pdf

Categories:

DC, 

Representafion (including the below and aftached; can they be merged into a single document?) for uploading 
please. 

Thanks, 

Nick  

-----Original Message----- 
From:  
Sent: 20 August 2025 14:15 
To: Nick Hirst <Nick.Hirst@kirklees.gov.uk> 
Cc: Cllr Alison Munro <Alison.Munro@kirklees.gov.uk>; Cllr Paola Davies <Paola.Davies@kirklees.gov.uk> 
Subject: Castle Hill Hotel - 2024-93494 

 
 

Dear Mr Hirst 

Let me start by acknowledging the period for comments has expired for this applicafion.

From previous dialogue, officers have confirmed that comments will be accepted for applicafions up to the day 
before the mafter goes to commiftee.  As far as I am aware, no fime has yet been set for a decision on the 
applicafion in quesfion.  Hopefully the fiming of my comments will therefore be acceptable.

Planning have gone on record, that the current applicafion 2024/93494 is sufficiently similar (to the prior 
2018/93591) to allow documentafion associated with the 2018 applicafion to ‘back fill’ (my term) any shorffall in 
supporfing documents for the 2024/93494 applicafion.

My comments relate to the traffic assessments associated with both current and prior applicafions, and apparent 
inconsistencies.  In parficular, my comments relate to documentafion evidencing likely traffic volumes - I aftach 2 
summaries.  Whilst one refers to traffic flows and the other to parked vehicles it seems to me that the differences are 
irreconcilable. 

The 2018 applicafion includes documentary support for a parking requirement (esfimated max 45) for a significant 
fime period each day.  The 2024 applicafion plans incorporate only 37 parking spaces.  It should also be noted that 
the parking idenfified only appertains to the development - no public parking was included to reflect the 
requirements of visitors to the site (not making use of the development).  Over the last 20 years (despite the 
absence of facilifies) the numbers of parked vehicles have often exceeded 20 and much higher levels on good days. 
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The 2024 transport assessment provides road trips instead of parking volumes.  The esfimated traffic volumes 
appear inexplicably low (with no evidenfial support) and appear to be irreconcilable with the 2018 data. The figures 
put forward again exclude visitors looking to make use of what is a public carpark. 
The above appears to illustrate (to me) the concept of treafing documents of one applicafion as ‘representafive’ for a 
different applicafion is flawed.  I suspect a systemafic comparison of documents (between the two applicafions) 
would reveal similar inconsistencies. 

Obviously, my apologises if I have overlooked reconciling detail/documents on the 2018 applicafion but (as you will 
appreciate) there is a significant volume of documentafion aftaching to the 2018 file and labels are somefimes 
difficult to interpret. 

Once you have had an opportunity to look at the above, I would appreciate your comments on both the transport 
issue and the broader issue around compafibility of documents between different applicafions.

Given Cllr Munro and Cllr Davies have already commented on the applicafion I have copied them in.

Many Thanks 






