
From: PublicRightsofWay
To: "james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk"
Cc: "ian.dix@vectos.co.uk"
Subject: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
Date: 04 July 2022 21:42:00
Attachments: diversion proposal plan.pdf

Prelim PUBLIC NOTICE.pdf
Reason STATEMENT.pdf

Hello
Further to previous correspondence we have now commenced the preliminary diversion
consultation. My colleagues in Highways and Planning are aware as I have been working with
them
Please find attached a copy of the proposal plan, reason statement on notice. Copies of these
were placed on sit3e on Friday
We have undertaken a consultation with local ward members, user groups, interested parties
and Utilities.
I will update you further at the end of the consultation
I am not in the office now until next Monday, but if you would like any further information,
please contact me then on 01484 225575
Thanks Sharon





PUBLIC NOTICE 
 

Town & Country Planning Act 1990, Section 257.  Proposed diversion of 
public footpath Spenborough 24 at Whitehall Road Cleckheaton.   

 
Public Path Diversion Application 

Notice is hereby given that an application has been received by Kirklees Council to 
divert part of public footpath Spenborough 24 at Whitehall Road, Cleckheaton.  The 
application is made on the grounds that it is required to implement planning 
application 2021/92603 for the Erection of storage and distribution unit (use class B8) 
with ancillary offices, car parking, servicing, landscaping and access. 

 
https://www.kirklees.gov.uk/beta/planning-applications/search-for-planning-
applications/detail.aspx?id=2021%2F92603 
 
The length of path to be stopped up commences at its junction with Whitehall Road 
and is shown by the bold solid line.  The footpath to be created is shown by the bold 
dashed line and the bridleway to be created by the bold dashed line with cross bars.  
The sections of unaffected footpaths are shown by the continuous line with short bars 
at intervals. 
 
A new link is proposed to the Spen Valley Greenway at the northern eastern edge of 
the site.  An additional cycle route is proposed through the site connection Whitehall 
Road and Whitechapel Road. 
 
Details of this preliminary consultation on the proposed diversion will be available at: 
https://www.kirklees.gov.uk/beta/countryside-parks-and-open-spaces/changes-to-
definitive-map.aspx  
 
Please note that this Notice forms part of the preliminary consultation 
exercise on the applicant’s proposal and that no decision on the diversion 
application has yet been made by the council. An explanatory statement has 
also been prepared. 
 
Please send any comments on this application to Public Rights of Way at the 
address below, or email publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk by 28 July 2022.  
 
 
Sharon Huddleston 
Assistant Definitive Map Officer 
 
Kirklees Metropolitan Council 
Public Rights of Way 
PO Box 1720 
Huddersfield 
HD1 9EL 
 
 



Information is available in large print, Braille, audio tape or PC 
Disc – please ring  
ROSS Streetcare on 01484 414700  
 



 

 
 

 

 
 
 

Town & Country Planning Act 1990, Section 257.  Public footpath 
Spenborough 24 (part) at land west of the M62 and south of Whitehall 
Road, Cleckheaton.  Path Diversion application - Explanatory Statement 
 
Under the Town & Country Planning Act 1990, local authorities have the power to make 
orders to stop up or divert public rights of way if they are satisfied that it is necessary to so in 
order to enable development.   
 
An application has been received to divert part of public footpath at land west of the M62 
and south of Whitehall Road, Cleckheaton.  The application is made on the grounds that it is 
required to implement planning application 2021/92603 for the erection of storage and 
distribution unit (use class B8) with ancillary offices, car parking, servicing landscaping and 
access 
 
https://www.kirklees.gov.uk/beta/planning-applications/search-for-planning-
applications/detail.aspx?id=2021%2F92603 
 
A new link is proposed to the greenway at the eastern edge of the site.  The application 
proposes that the section of footpath will be upgraded to bridleway the new greenway link. 
 
Any proposed diversion order would come into effect only after it has been confirmed: this is 
a preliminary consultation process and simply provides an opportunity for views to be 
expressed. 
 
The length of path to be stopped up commences at its junction with Whitehall Road and is 
shown by the bold solid line.  The footpath to be created is shown by the bold dashed line 
and the bridleway to be created by the bold dashed line with cross bars.  The sections of 
unaffected footpaths are shown by the continuous line with short bars at intervals. 
 
A new link is proposed to the Spen Valley Greenway at the northern eastern edge of the 
site. An additional cycle route is proposed through the site connection Whitehall Road and 
Whitechapel Road. 
 
 
THIS EXPLANATORY STATEMENT IS PART OF A PRELIMINARY CONSULTATION ON 
THE APPLICANT’S PROPOSAL AND NO DECISION OR ORDER HAS BEEN MADE BY 
THE COUNCIL. 
 
To make an order Kirklees Council will need to be satisfied that the proposal complies with 
the following grounds and tests in the Town & Country Planning Act 1990: 
 

 It is necessary to divert the part of the path in order to enable development to be 
carried out in accordance with planning permission granted under Part lll of the Town 
& Country Planning Act 1990.  

 It is in accordance with the Kirklees Council Rights of Way Improvement Plan. 
 The council must also consider the effect that the Order would have on users of the 

path. 
 
Any comments on the proposal should be made in writing by 28 July 2022 by email to 
publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk or by post to Kirklees Council, Public Rights of Way, PO 
Box 1720, Huddersfield, HD1 9EL. Enquiries only may be made by telephone on 01484 
221000 and ask for Sharon Huddleston. 



From: PublicRightsofWay
To: James Bancroft
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
Date: 05 August 2022 16:41:00
Attachments: image001.jpg

image002.jpg
image003.jpg
Spen 24 objections.pdf

Hello
 
Please find attached a summary of the basic comments received
 
Sharon
 

From: James Bancroft <james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk> 
Sent: 01 August 2022 11:01
To: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 
 

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know
the content is safe.

 
Thanks Sharon, we will look forward to receiving the information from you in due course.
 
Kind regards
 

James Bancroft 

Director
‑
01392 422 315
07729 711 938
‑

 

6 Victory House, Dean Clarke Gardens
Exeter, EX2 4AA

 Consider the environment. Do you really need to print this email?

From: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk> 
Sent: 01 August 2022 10:52
To: James Bancroft <james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 
Hi
 
My colleague is doing a summary of the comments received and will forward this later this week
when complete



 
I spoke to Adam in highways and have agreed to share these comments with him as well

Sharon
 

From: James Bancroft <james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk> 
Sent: 01 August 2022 10:18
To: David Smith <david.smith@vectos.co.uk>; PublicRightsofWay
<publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 
 

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know
the content is safe.

 
Hi Sharon,
 
Just to add some further context here, we are currently working thorough comments from your
highways colleagues and would like to try and pick up/incorporate any updates to the PRoW at
the same time.  If you were able to forward copies of the objections that would be appreciated. 
We are happy to review the comments as they come rather than wait for a more formal report
that summarises them.
 
Kind regards
 

James Bancroft 

Director
‑
01392 422 315
07729 711 938
‑

 

6 Victory House, Dean Clarke Gardens
Exeter, EX2 4AA

 Consider the environment. Do you really need to print this email?

From: David Smith <david.smith@vectos.co.uk> 
Sent: 29 July 2022 13:06
To: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk>; James Bancroft
<james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 
Hi Sharon,
 
I understand that the consultation period has now ended so could you advise when we will get
the outcome of this will be ready please?



 
Kind regards,
David
 
 
 

From: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk> 
Sent: 22 July 2022 11:42
To: David Smith <david.smith@vectos.co.uk>; James Bancroft <james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 
Hello
 
We are not at the stage of any orders at the moment.  We are at preliminary consultation stage
and will let you have a summary of the comments received at the end of the consultation
 
 

Sharon
Assistant Definitive Map Officer
 
Public Rights of Way, PO Box 1720, Huddersfield HD1 9EL
É 01484 221000 and ask for Sharon Huddleston or ext no 74200
℮  sharon.huddleston@kirklees.gov.uk
Ẅ www.kirklees.gov.uk/rightsofway
 

 
The information contained in this e-mail, and any files transmitted with it, is confidential to the intended recipient(s). The
dissemination, distribution, copying or disclosure of this message or its contents is prohibited unless authorised by the
sender. If you receive this message in error, please immediately notify the sender and delete the message from your
system.
 
 
 

From: David Smith <david.smith@vectos.co.uk> 
Sent: 22 July 2022 11:18
To: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk>; James Bancroft
<james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 
 

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know
the content is safe.

 
Hi Sharon,



 
Thanks for this update. Could you also share a copy of the Draft Order with us as well please?
 
Kind regards,
David
 
 

David Smith

Senior Transport Planner
‑
020 7580 7373
07874 858 897
‑

 

The Cursitor, 38 Chancery Lane
London, WC2A 1EN

 Consider the environment. Do you really need to print this email?

From: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk> 
Sent: 04 July 2022 21:42
To: James Bancroft <james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 
Hello
 
Further to previous correspondence we have now commenced the preliminary diversion
consultation.  My colleagues in Highways and Planning are aware as I have been working with
them
 
Please find attached a copy of the proposal plan, reason statement on notice.  Copies of these
were placed on sit3e on Friday
 
We have undertaken a consultation with local ward members, user groups, interested parties
and Utilities.
 
I will update you further at the end of the consultation
 
I am not in the office now until next Monday, but if you would like any further information,
please contact me then on 01484 225575
 
Thanks Sharon
 



 

Website | News | Email Updates | Facebook | Twitter 

This email and any attachments are confidential. If you have received this email in error – please notify the sender immediately,
delete it from your system, and do not use, copy or disclose the information in any way. Kirklees Council monitors all emails sent or
received.







From: PublicRightsofWay
To: David Smith; James Bancroft
Cc: Ian Dix; ; Sharon Huddleston
Subject: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road - 1 of 2 emails
Date: 31 August 2022 12:06:30
Attachments: SPEN 24 warehouse prelim responses.pdf

image001.jpg
image002.jpg
image003.jpg
prelim response emails Objection_Redacted.zip

Good morning
 
1 of 2 emails
 
As requested, please find attached a summary table of the responses we received in relation to
the recent preliminary consultation.  We adjusted the formatting, but not any spelling. There are
also two zip files containing larger emails and longer letters.  We have redacted or removed
(xxxxx) personal information.
 
Please note that response numbers 66 and 67 are the same letter.
 
Regards, 
 

 | Assistant Definitive Map Officer | Public Rights of Way
Kirklees Council | Flint Street, Fartown, Huddersfield, HD1 6LG
publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk
Public rights of way | Kirklees Council
 
 

From: David Smith <david.smith@vectos.co.uk> 
Sent: 26 August 2022 11:52
To: James Bancroft <james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk>; PublicRightsofWay
<publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 
 

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know
the content is safe.

 
Hi Sharon,
 
Appreciate that there is a lot of work required here, but is there any update on this please?
 
Kind regards,
David
 
 

David Smith

Senior Transport Planner



‑
020 7580 7373
07874 858 897
‑

 

The Cursitor, 38 Chancery Lane
London, WC2A 1EN

 Consider the environment. Do you really need to print this email?

From: James Bancroft <james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk> 
Sent: 11 August 2022 08:54
To: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>; David Smith <david.smith@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 
Ok, thank you Sharon.  Much appreciated.
 
Kind regards
 

From: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk> 
Sent: 11 August 2022 08:52
To: James Bancroft <james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>; David Smith <david.smith@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 
Hello
 
We are working through the requests, we have a lot of redacting to due
 

 
Sharon
 

From: James Bancroft <james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk> 
Sent: 10 August 2022 14:36
To: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>; David Smith <david.smith@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 
 

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know
the content is safe.

 
Hi Sharon,
 
I have not yet seen a response to this as yet.  Could you please come back to us please.
 
Kind regards



 

James Bancroft 

Director
‑
01392 422 315
07729 711 938
‑

 

6 Victory House, Dean Clarke Gardens
Exeter, EX2 4AA

 Consider the environment. Do you really need to print this email?

From: James Bancroft 
Sent: 05 August 2022 16:50
To: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>; David Smith <david.smith@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 
Hi Sharon,
 
Thanks for this, it is a useful overview of the objections received.
 
Could we get copies of the objections please so that we can consider how these may potentially
be overcome through design interventions.
 
Please keep Ian and David copied in as I am about to go on leave.
 
Kind regards
 

From: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk> 
Sent: 05 August 2022 16:42
To: James Bancroft <james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 
Hello
 
Please find attached a summary of the basic comments received
 
Sharon
 

From: James Bancroft <james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk> 
Sent: 01 August 2022 11:01
To: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 
 



CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know
the content is safe.

 
Thanks Sharon, we will look forward to receiving the information from you in due course.
 
Kind regards
 

James Bancroft 

Director
‑
01392 422 315
07729 711 938
‑

 

6 Victory House, Dean Clarke Gardens
Exeter, EX2 4AA

 Consider the environment. Do you really need to print this email?

From: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk> 
Sent: 01 August 2022 10:52
To: James Bancroft <james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 
Hi
 
My colleague is doing a summary of the comments received and will forward this later this week
when complete
 
I spoke to Adam in highways and have agreed to share these comments with him as well

Sharon
 

From: James Bancroft <james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk> 
Sent: 01 August 2022 10:18
To: David Smith <david.smith@vectos.co.uk>; PublicRightsofWay
<publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 
 

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know
the content is safe.

 
Hi Sharon,
 
Just to add some further context here, we are currently working thorough comments from your
highways colleagues and would like to try and pick up/incorporate any updates to the PRoW at



the same time.  If you were able to forward copies of the objections that would be appreciated. 
We are happy to review the comments as they come rather than wait for a more formal report
that summarises them.
 
Kind regards
 

James Bancroft 

Director
‑
01392 422 315
07729 711 938
‑

 

6 Victory House, Dean Clarke Gardens
Exeter, EX2 4AA

 Consider the environment. Do you really need to print this email?

From: David Smith <david.smith@vectos.co.uk> 
Sent: 29 July 2022 13:06
To: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk>; James Bancroft
<james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 
Hi Sharon,
 
I understand that the consultation period has now ended so could you advise when we will get
the outcome of this will be ready please?
 
Kind regards,
David
 
 
 

From: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk> 
Sent: 22 July 2022 11:42
To: David Smith <david.smith@vectos.co.uk>; James Bancroft <james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 
Hello
 
We are not at the stage of any orders at the moment.  We are at preliminary consultation stage
and will let you have a summary of the comments received at the end of the consultation
 
 

Sharon



Assistant Definitive Map Officer
 
Public Rights of Way, PO Box 1720, Huddersfield HD1 9EL
É 01484 221000 and ask for Sharon Huddleston or ext no 74200
℮  sharon.huddleston@kirklees.gov.uk
Ẅ www.kirklees.gov.uk/rightsofway
 

 
The information contained in this e-mail, and any files transmitted with it, is confidential to the intended recipient(s). The
dissemination, distribution, copying or disclosure of this message or its contents is prohibited unless authorised by the
sender. If you receive this message in error, please immediately notify the sender and delete the message from your
system.
 
 
 

From: David Smith <david.smith@vectos.co.uk> 
Sent: 22 July 2022 11:18
To: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk>; James Bancroft
<james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 
 

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know
the content is safe.

 
Hi Sharon,
 
Thanks for this update. Could you also share a copy of the Draft Order with us as well please?
 
Kind regards,
David
 
 

David Smith

Senior Transport Planner
‑
020 7580 7373
07874 858 897
‑

 

The Cursitor, 38 Chancery Lane
London, WC2A 1EN

 Consider the environment. Do you really need to print this email?

From: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk> 
Sent: 04 July 2022 21:42



To: James Bancroft <james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 
Hello
 
Further to previous correspondence we have now commenced the preliminary diversion
consultation.  My colleagues in Highways and Planning are aware as I have been working with
them
 
Please find attached a copy of the proposal plan, reason statement on notice.  Copies of these
were placed on sit3e on Friday
 
We have undertaken a consultation with local ward members, user groups, interested parties
and Utilities.
 
I will update you further at the end of the consultation
 
I am not in the office now until next Monday, but if you would like any further information,
please contact me then on 01484 225575
 
Thanks Sharon
 

 

Website | News | Email Updates | Facebook | Twitter 

This email and any attachments are confidential. If you have received this email in error – please notify the sender immediately,
delete it from your system, and do not use, copy or disclose the information in any way. Kirklees Council monitors all emails sent or
received.



Spenborough 24, warehouse  
 

1 
 

No. Prelim response 

1 See separate email, too large to include 

2 I am writing to object to the above proposal. 
As a local resident I regularly walk along  the path as part of a circular route from my home in (xxxxx), traversing the golf course and rturning via Wyke. 
I particularly enjoy the open views and range of wildlife that the path offers.   
I object to the proposal on the following grounds: 
1.Loss of heritage - this is a long standing right of way of historic and cultural value to the people of the Spen Valley 
2.Unsuitable diversion - The proposal to divert the pathway so that it continues along the side of the M62 is unacceptable due to increased noise and 
air polition which will be suffered by people walking the path 
3.Increased length of the path. - The proposed diversion will will add significant distance to the path.  The distance between the dpen valley greenway 
and to where the Heritage Trail can be picked up again will add circa 30 minutes to the walk and will be along  busy roads 
4.Loss of light - The proposed diversion will be shaded and receive little natural light 
5.The proposed diversion will lead to a reduction in peopel using the path which will go against Kirklees stated objctive of inreasing opportunities for 
people to lead health lifestyles. 
 

3 Objection raised as per title. 
 

4 I object to this footpath diversion, it's called the Spen Valley Heritage Trail for a reason and should not be diverted for the sake of modern 
monstrosities like warehouses. 
 

5 I object to the diversion of the Spen Heritage footpath above as it is an important part of our historical heritage. 
 

6 Objection to the Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 at Whitehall Road, Cleckheaton. Town & Country Planning Act 1990, section 
257  
I object to the above. 
 

7 I stronglly object to the proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 at Whitehall Road Cleckheaton. This is a very old welll loved footpath 
that is  now part of The Spen Valley Heritage trail and as such it should be preserved and remain where it is 
 

8 I wish to object to the diversion of the above footpath. 



Spenborough 24, warehouse  
 

2 
 

No. Prelim response 

I consider it to be totally inconvenient for walking and no need to change this route. I also consider the harm to nature and wildlife is unjustified. I 
certainly would not consider walking along or near the M62 motorway 
Both for the noise and view. The spoiling of this path with the massive building you are replacing it with I believe is both obnoxious and unsightly 
alone with the danger from extra traffic using the proposed building. 
Please consider my objection and stop this action. 
 

9 Objection to proposed diversion of public footpath Spenbourgh  24 as Whitehall Road Cleckheaton Town and Planning Act 1990 Section 257 
I use this trail on a regular basics along with many others and believe that the new proposal of diverting it will be the wrong decision. Who wants to 
walk alongside the busy M62 motorway with high levels of noise and pollution not to mention the loss of views. Spen Valley Heritage  Trail is a 21 mile 
circular passing through 8 villages. Please don’t let industry spoil this for the many of us who still want to enjoy our ever  shrinking  countryside and 
want to breath in fresh air. 
 

10 Please lodge my objection to the diversion of this footpath. I have walked this route many times and the Spen Valley Heritage Trail is part of our local 
history and it’s protection is of the utmost importance for generations to come. 
 

11 I strongly object to proposed diversion of the public footpath Spenborough 24 at Whitehall Road, Cleckheaton. Town & Country Planning Act 1990, 
section 257.  
This footpath is well used and should not be diverted to build an horrific, traffic jamming Amazon  building complex. 
 

12 Please record my objection to the following footpath change proposal.  
Objection to the Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 at Whitehall Road, Cleckheaton. Town & Country Planning Act 1990, section 257  
 

13 I write with regards to the above detailed application and proposed public footpath diversion. 
I have a number of concerns regarding the proposed diversion: 
The current public footpath is used by a significant number of residents and commuters alike, for both enjoyment purposes and for access links to 
local communities. The proposed diversion would significantly increase the length of this path, which would essentially meaning people would avoid 
its use, given this would be far too long to access and would therefore not meet its current purpose. 
The path also forms part of the heritage trail, and i believe it would be a significant loss to the community for this to be distributed, with irreversible 
damage caused.  
The history of this is well loved by locals and celebrated regularly by local community groups. 



Spenborough 24, warehouse  
 

3 
 

No. Prelim response 

The new proposed public footpath is also much closer to the M62, meaning an increased inevitable exposure to pollution and road noise. As a user 
(xxxxx),, this diversion would ultimately mean myself (xxxxx) are no longer able to access the footpath at all. This would be a significant 
disappointment given the enjoyment we currently seek from accessing this walk, which ensures we do not feel isolated and are accessing regular 
outdoor exercise. 
Thank you for your time considering these points. 
 

14 I strongly object to the Spen heritage trail footpath being diverted. It's a disgrace that such a thing be even considered. Too many path paths and open 
spaces are disappearing to make way for monstrous buildings and housing estates.  
Footpaths and open spaces should be for all to enjoy for generations to come. 
I support save our spen 
 

15 I would like to lodge an objection to the diversion of the Spen Heritage footpath proposed as a result of the Plans submitted to erect a huge Amazon 
warehouse at this location.  It is a total disgrace that our countryside is being eaten away by the constant this  greed and selfishness. This is already a 
horrible busy area and now our public right of ways and countryside history is being carved up and messed with. We need to protect our environment, 
our health and well-being and that of our children and future generations. Pollution is already off the scale and this is only going to exacerbate this 
problem even further. 
Please listen to the local people who have to endure this shameless destruction of green space, nature and wildlife. 
 

16 I object to the diversion planned to make way for the Amazon development.   
 

17 Re: Objection to the Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 at Whitehall Road, Cleckheaton. Town & Country Planning Act 1990, 
section 257. 
I write to strongly object to the above Proposal. 
The proposal to alter our Heritage foot path is totally unacceptable, we should not be forced to to walk down the side of the busy A58 and the more 
than busy M62 being subject to noise and pollution all for the sake of a monstrosity of a warehouse. 
I quote this :- 
NPPF Paragraph 100 states: “Planning policies and decisions should protect and enhance public rights of way and access, including taking 
opportunities to provide better facilities for users, for example by adding links to existing rights of way networks including National Trails.” 
The proposed development fails to protect and enhance public rights of way, or ensure conflicts between pedestrians, cyclists and vehicles have been 
considered and minimized, and should therefore be refused in accordance with NPPF Paragraph’s 100 and 112. 



Spenborough 24, warehouse  
 

4 
 

No. Prelim response 

 

18 I wish to strongly object to the relocation of the footpath   
1) The footpath wont be available for at least 18 months  
2) Removal of biodiversity and removal of animal corridors 
3) Some parts of the route are moved to most polluted areas of the site for instance alongside the M62 . (xxxxx).  
4) The inspector named this has a constraint and if Kirkless council obeyed the local plan , there would be no need to relocate and no justification has 
been supplied for a seven fold increase in size for this building.  
5) Total removal of Amenity , that has been enjoyed by generations  
6) Safety , nothing in place for crossing over the HGV access . 
7) The area will be and fill unsafe as in some places and escape from an attacker would be difficult  
8) Noise would increase with the sound of the largest warehouse in Yorkshire via HGV's, cars and so forth not making it relaxing 
9) The relocation of a right of way should be to improve the safety and experience , this will proposal will make it much much worse and discourage 
people from using it.  
10) This is a major dog waking route , the extra noise would scare the animals and in some area conversation difficult 
Thank you  
 

19 I hereby object to the diversion of part of the Spen Valley Heritage Trail footpath that crosses the middle of the proposed field where AMAZON want 
to build their massive warehouse. 
Thank you. 
 

20  I am writing to object to the above application , me (xxxxx) often walk along this path as part of various circular walks in the area. As the recent 
pandemic has shown access to green spaces and outdoor exercise is important for good mental and physical health. This proposal seriously damages 
this access and amenity. Who wants to walk along a path between an industrial building and a  busy noisy and polluting motorway? 
The industrial character further being emphasised by the path being tarmac not a natural path. These things will only serve to discourage usage and 
generally harm the wellbeing of the area.  
 

21 I wish to strongly object to the relocation of the footpath 
1) Removal of biodiversity and removal of animal corridors 
3) Some parts of the route are moved to the most polluted areas of the site for instance alongside the M62 . making the route unpleasant, would you 
wish to walk on the hard shoulder of the M62. 
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4) if Kirkless council obeyed the local plan , there would be no need to relocate.  
5) Total removal of Amenity , to be replaced by tarmac and fences  
6) Safety , nothing in place for crossing over the site entrance for instance traffic lights 
7) The area will be and fill unsafe as in some places and escape from an attacker would be difficult, this has already been pointed out  
8) Noise would increase with the sound and HGV's would replace the sound of birds , making it an unpleasant experience  
9) The relocation of a right of way should be to improve the safety and experience , This makes the route worse and the increase in length , would 
make it more difficult for the older generation . 
10) Seen people that have attended the local burial site and use this right of way to gather thoughts in a beautiful setting , this will be replaced by 
walking the parameter of a massive warehouse , who would wish to do that. 
 

22 I object to this proposal on the following grounds:- 
1. The proposed Amazon fulfilment building has not yet received Council approval and with over 1,500 complaints received by the Council this 
building should not go ahead and the public footpath should be retained. 
2. The existing pathway before the M62 was built, was not just a public pathway but was the official local cart track (CT) that linked Whitehall Road to 
Whitechapel Road by the Brown Cow Inn. This was amended to the existing pathway when the M62 was built. 
3. The existing public pathway passes directly over the old underground workings of  both the Chairbarrows Colliery and the Wavell pit so there should 
only be new smaller buildings built over them, not the Amazon monstrosity being put forward. Chairbarrows Colliery was re-routed across Whitehall 
Road at some time after 1905. 
4. The proposed new route is down the side of the site adjacent to the M62. When added to the increased pollution from the HGVs and staff cars 
using the new site,this will mean increased air pollution for users of the new route as well as being less aesthetically pleasing compared with the green 
fields at present. 
5. Users of the new route will be subject to higher noise levels from motorway traffic and vehicles using the new facility if this is passed by the Council. 
This is actually borne out by ISG’s own noise report and diagram. 
6. The length of the new pathway is nearly double in length compared with existing pathway and together with increased air pollution will mean that I 
(living on Whitehall Road)  will no longer use this to go to Cleckheaton. 
7. The proposed new pathway is proposed to be tarmacced. This will lead to a major loss of biodiversity and wildlife. 
8. If Kirklees Planning Officers had followed the Inspector’s recommendations of a reduced development on this site then the existing  pathway could 
have been retained. 
9. Bearing in mind the busy access for HGVs on Whitehall Road, there does not appear to be anything in the revised submitted plans to guarantee the 
safety of pedestrians exiting onto Whitehall Road from the new proposed route.. I would have thought that a bridge or underground pass way would 
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be a minimum requirements. The existing bollards in the middle of Whitehall Road would certainly be insufficient if the new Amazon application gets 
approved by the Council. 
I sincerely hope that the council listens to me and any other complainants and retains the existing public path. 
 

23 I am emailing you to object to the proposed diversion of public footpath 24. Green space is extremely important to both wildlife and people's 
wellbeing. 
If these plans would come to fruition, it would result in less people walking and less wildlife in the area which will have an impact on the local food 
chain. This would mean our local farmers would come up against issues, which would result in us having to bring more food into to the district, rather 
than sourcing it from the area. 
Other than jobs to the district the proposed plans do nothing for the area. That said those jobs would be filled by people from across the country due 
to the nature of the roles. 
 

24 This proposal should be rejected on so many grounds including the following about which I feel most strongly and have most concern. 
The current views of the rapidly reducing rural countryside on the Spen Valley Heritage Trail would be replaced by views of an imposing and 
incongruous warehouse building, apparently the largest building in Kirklees. 
The path is being diverted towards the areas of the site which are subject to the highest air pollution. Air pollution is obviously harmful to public 
health and all the associated costs thereof 
I have used this path for many years in earlier days on jogging runs and latterly as a refreshing stroll (xxxxx). It will no longer be at all refreshing it will 
be awful in every way.  
The enjoyment of walking in a rural setting on a soft natural surface will be completely removed. 
This proposal will discourage and remove the enjoyment of walking the parts of the Heritage Trail and its associated cultural legacy of the wool trade, 
luddites, and the industrial revolution. 
The proposal brings together at the crossing point on Whitehall Road vans, HGVs, speeding motorway traffic and the footpath pedestrians. No regard 
appears to have been given to the safety and convenience of pedestrians and various children's groups. 
These groups of children from schools, scouts and other youth organizations are taken over these fields and told about the about the heritage trail 
and all it stands for. 
This proposal will discourage and remove the enjoyment of walking the parts of the Heritage Trail and its associated cultural legacy of the wool trade, 
luddites, and the industrial revolution.  
The job of explaining how the race for profit should now take precedence over everything, and results in this monstrosity of a 265,00 sq. m 
warehouse, is a part of a heritage they can be proud of, will be left to the volunteer guides. Good luck with that. 
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25 This proposal should be rejected on so many grounds including the following about which I feel most strongly and have most concern: 
The path is being diverted towards the areas of the site which are subject to the highest air pollution. Air pollution is harmful to public health 
The proposal brings together at the crossing point on Whitehall Road vans, HGVs, speeding motorway traffic and the footpath pedestrians. No regard 
appears to have been given to the safety and convenience of pedestrians. 
I have used this path for many years in earlier days on jogging runs and latterly as a refreshing stroll (xxxxx). 
 

26 This proposal should be rejected on so many grounds including the following about which I feel most strongly and have most concern. 
1. The path is being diverted towards the areas of the site which are subject to the highest air pollution.  
2. The current views of rural countryside on the Kirklees way and Spen Valley Heritage Trail would be replaced by views of an imposing 

warehouse building. 
3. This proposal will remove the enjoyment of walking the parts of the Heritage Trail. 
4. Where the footpath joins the A58 there appears to be no regard to the safety and convenience of pedestrians. 
5. I use this path every week when I go jogging and at the moment feel safe and away from any traffic. 

In conclusion I object to the whole development 
 

27 I strongly object to the moving of this Heritage Footpath.  This is a very scenic heritage trail which has been here for a very long time.  People use this 
to experience the countryside with (xxxxx) and exercise their animals - this is the whole point of having a scenic heritage trail. 
Amazon just want to move this out of the way so they can continue with their distruction of the area.  The proposal is to completely dehumanise this 
and include it within their very heavy duty traffic system it would be just like walking on the pavement with added HGVs, all manor of traffic.  This 
would not be safe for anyone.  The whole point of a heritage trail is countryside do Amazon understand this, personally they don't really care!!!! 
Strong objection of all of this Amazon crazyness. 
 

28 I stongly object to the plans to change the footpath at Whitehall road cleckheaton. 
Little consideration has been given to pedestrian safety both by increased exposure to High levels of noise and air polution from extension of the path 
alongside the m62 and the exit points that will force pedestrians to either cross the busy a58 or go across a busy junction with artic lorries hurtling in 
and out of the new Amazon distribution centre. 
As this walk is supposed to highlight our past and how the beauty of our area, I hardly think breathing fumes as you walk next to a motorway past a 
massive warehouse, dodging lorries as you try to walk past the entrance is really achieving that aim. 
I would like to see this refused 
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29 Here are the objections and queries I have  
1) Most areas of footpath will change and will now be tarmac. This is not in keeping with Heritage trail. 
2) The affect on biodiversity and removal of animal corridors 
3) Some parts of the route are changed to the most polluted areas of the site for instance alongside the M62 . This will make  the route unpleasant. 
People do not want to  
walk on the hard shoulder of the M62. 
4) Have Kirkless council obeyed the local plan and the government inspectorate. If so, there would be no need to relocate.  
5) Total destruction of Amenity , to be replaced by tarmac and fences. How green is that?  
6) Lack of Safety , nothing in place for crossing over the site entrance for instance traffic lights 
7) The area will be and fell unsafe  in some places and escape from an attacker would be difficult, this has already been pointed out  
8) Noise pollution will increase with the sound of HGV's replacing the sound of birds , making it an unpleasant experience  
9) The relocation of a right of way should be to improve the safety and experience of the public. This makes the route worse and the increase in length 
would make it more difficult for the older generation . 
10)most areas of footpath would now be tarmac , which is not in keeping of the heritage trail.  
11) Are the public aware of these changes and the effect it will have on them? 
12) Are these changes in the public interest or is there another agenda? 
 

30 I am writing concerning the application to  divert  the public footpath, as above, to accommodate the  proposed Amazon warehouse site.  
The footpath is part of the Spen Valley Heritage Trail and regularly used by the local and wider community. (xxxxx) I frequently use this path as part of 
various circular routes in our efforts to maintain both (xxxxx) physical and mental well-being.  
Re routing this path, so that it becomes a tarmaced path running between the development and the motorway, is not acceptable. Users, taking this 
path, would be exposed to unhealthy levels of noise and air pollution  as well as having to walk beside high, unsightly fences. I believe that the 
applicant’s own Air and Noise pollution assessments state that this would be the case. This makes me wonder what duty of care they are showing to 
the local community. 
The purpose of the Spen Valley Heritage Trail is to provide users with a pleasant walking experience. This diversion will ruin that.  
I ask you not to accept this application, as to do so further erodes the green environment and offers no benefit to the local community.  
 

31 I wish to object to the proposed diversion. The path is to be moved from the centre of the field to the edges adjacent to the M62 ,A58 and a proposed 
lorry park. This will majorly affect enjoyment of this part of the Spen Valley Heritage Trail. Noise pollution and Air pollution will be dramatically 
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increased and the route will be squeezed between an enormous warehouse and busy roads reducing the pleasure of walking it to zero. In addition the 
tarmaccing over of a large part of the site will have a drastic effect on wildlife and biodiversity in the area 
Please do not allow this to happen 

32 My objections are as follows 
Users would be subject to increased air and noise pollution 
Removal of biodiversity and wildlife corridor by proposed use of tarmac surface 
Spen Valley Heritage Trail - would discourage and remove enjoyment of walking the parts of the Heritage Trail that cross through Scholes 
 

33 On behalf of (xxxx) I object to the changes as follows 1.The proposed development is outside the scope of the Local Plan and does no align to the 
agreed legal plan, in fact the inspector specifically reduced the scale. Of any development in this area and this was agreed 2.From a countryside point 
of view the whole development is not aligned to various planning policy and will be a blot on the landscape 3. The proposed  changes  to Spen 24 
making more than double the length aligned to motorway not only reducing the wellness aspect when walking but increasing health risks via 
pollution. Any wildlife will be driven away totally changing the aspect of the Spen Heritage Trail 
 

34 I strongly object to the idea of A footpath across the \\\\amazon building site. 
Leave the Heritage Footpath alone. 
Who wants to walk amongst HGV Trafic. 
 

35 I strongly object to the movement of this footpath in other words it's removal and adding to a traffic system. 
What is actually happening is the footpath is being abolished and included within the heavy road traffic system which amazon want. 
For a start the warehouse is far too big for the area in question, any wildlife and spen heritage completely obliterated.  This along with all the other 
serious issues amazon have caused - major gas pipes, pollution and traffic loss of residential area . 
All for what Kirklees "money" someone in your council someone has agreed to all this this otherwise it would not have got to the agonising stage it 
has for the residents.  I thought councils acted for the peoples i.e. residents.  Looks like we have fallen by the wayside and been forgotten so "money" 
is now priority regardless of consequences.   
You really are a dreadful council.  NO 
 

36 I write to strongly object to diversion of the above footpath which would be neccesary to allow the proposed Amazon to go ahead. 
This footpath forms part of the Spen Valley Heritage Trail and is used regularly by many locals, Walking groups and schools. 
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The proposed diversion would move the route from a path across farm land, with birds and wildlife, to a part tarmac path which would run adjacent 
to the M62 and A58. Users would be subject to the air pollution from these roads, which are frequently at a standstill due to traffic queuing. Along 
with the noise pollution from the motorway and the loading bays from the proposed development. 
Air pollution is this area is already a problem and should be taken more seriously. 
Who would consider taking a walk and getting excercise along side a motorway or a busy A road?? 
Planning policies should enhance and protect public rights of way and this diversion should be refused. 
 

37 I object to the diversion of the footpath. This will have it running through a high air pollution zone. It would defeat the object of going for a walk to get 
some fresh air. 
 

38 This proposal should be rejected on so many different grounds including the following about which I feel most strongly and have most concern. 
I have used this path for many years in earlier days on jogging runs and latterly as a refreshing stroll (xxxxx) 
The proposal brings together at the crossing point on Whitehall Road vans, HGVs, speeding motorway traffic and the footpath pedestrians. No regard 
appears to have been given to the safety and convenience of pedestrians. 
The current views of rural countryside on the Spen Valley Heritage Trail would be replaced by views of an imposing and incongruous warehouse 
building, apparently the largest building in Kirklees. 
The enjoyment of walking in a rural setting on a soft natural surface will be completely removed. 
This proposal will discourage and remove the enjoyment of walking the parts of the Heritage Trail and its associated cultural legacy of the wool trade, 
luddites, and the industrial revolution. 
Groups of children from schools, scouts and other youth organizations are taken over these fields and told about the about the heritage trail and all it 
stands for. 
The job of explaining how the race for profit takes precedence over everything, and results in this monstrosity of a 265,00 sq m warehouse , is a part 
of a heritage they can be proud of, will be left to the volunteer guides. 
 

39 Objection to the Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 at Whitehall Road, Cleckheaton.  Town & Country Planning Act 1990, section 
257   
I wish to strongly object to this proposal. Walking alongside the motorway and breathing all the fumes is detrimental to the health of these walkers or 
anyone using the proposed path.  
When it is found that fumes from traffic cause asthma sufferers and people with breathing problems extreme health problems. Councils should be 
doing far more to prevent health problems. It is scandalous that this proposal is being considered. Noxious exhaust fumes are dangerous. Councils 
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should be held responsible or at least make every effort to create a safe environment for walkers and not create dangers by moving footpaths nearer 
to noxious emitting vehicles next to motorways.  
 

40 This proposal should be rejected on a number of grounds.  
This proposal should be rejected on so many grounds including the following about which I feel most strongly and have most concern. 
The proposal brings together at the crossing point on Whitehall Road vans, HGVs, speeding motorway traffic and the footpath pedestrians. No regard 
appears to have been given to the safety and convenience of pedestrians. 
This proposal will discourage and remove the enjoyment of walking the parts of the Heritage Trail and its associated cultural legacy of the wool trade, 
luddites, and the industrial revolution. 
The path is being diverted towards the areas of the site which are subject to the highest air pollution. Air pollution is harmful to public health 
The current views of rural countryside on the Spen Valley Heritage Trail would be replaced by views of an imposing and incongruous warehouse 
building, apparently the largest building in Kirklees. 
The enjoyment of walking in a rural setting on a soft natural surface will be completely removed. 
Groups of children from schools, scouts and other youth organizations are taken over these fields and told about the about the heritage trail and all it 
stands for. 
The job of explaining how the race for profit takes precedence over everything, and results in this monstrosity of a 265,00 sq m warehouse , is a part 
of a heritage they can be proud of, will be left to the volunteer guides. 
 

41 I object to the proposed footpath diversion as it will now run alongside the motorway and not only will this cause noise pollution but air pollution for 
(xxxxx) children. We use this footpath regularly. The footpath will also become much longer and less rural, The proposed development fails to protect 
and enhance public rights of way, or ensure conflicts between pedestrians, cyclists and vehicles have been considered and minimised, and should 
therefore be refused in accordance with NPPF Paragraph’s 100 and 112. 
 

42 I wish to object to the above proposed footpath diversion and to the creation of a bridleway (location C-D on the plan). 
The diversion is requested in order to enable a wholly inappropriate development for the intended site, the subject of planning application 
2021/92603, which would occupy the field through which the footpath passes, and without which the diversion would be unnecessary. The 
development of itself would in any case render the footpath unattractive to walkers. 
The diversion would involve a significant detour for walkers, discouraging active travel, would keep the path close to the M62 for longer and would no 
longer line up with the continuation of the path north of Whitehall Road. It appears from the build plan that walkers on the path wishing to continue 
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north of Whitehall Road would have to cross the road at a hazardous point adjacent to the vehicular access/egress to/from the proposed 
development.  
Adding horses to the mix at a particularly busy and hazardous location on Whitehall Road, with or without the proposed development, by adding a 
bridleway between the road and the Spen Valley Greenway does not seem very sensible. 
The attached map shows no bridleway on the Spen Valley Greenway, presumably because the Greenway is a permissive bridleway only. 
Such an intervention might also conflict with possible use of the former railway, currently occupied by the Greenway, for a mass transit 
route,  potentially part of an early phase of a system being developed by West Yorkshire Combined Authority. 
 

43 I would like to strongly object to the diversion of this Heritage Trail footpath. I along (xxxxx) run a walking group called (xxxxx). This is a  walking for 
health and wellbeing group which is part of Kirklees Wellbeing Network. We try to keep our walks away from the roads and even the Greenway 
whenever possible and this is part of one of our walks. If this is allowed to be diverted it would mean walking alongside of the motorway for a long 
period of time as the path is increased by quite a distance. THIS WOULD CREATE A HUGE NOISE AND AIR POLLUTION PROBLEM as the M62 is often 
gridlocked at junction 26 and would make it impossible for us to use this section of the path. It would also spoil the enjoyment of the walk as the 
views would be either the motorway on one side or the huge warehouse on the other, whereas now the views of the countryside from the fields are 
lovely. (xxxxx) can be seen on facebook. 
 

44 I would like to strongly object to the proposed stopping up of the current public footpath at this site, and to the creation of an alternative footpath. 
The proposed diversion moves the path from the centre of the land to the edge of the busy motorway and along the A58. I feel that this will subject 
walkers to increased air pollution, particularly as this stretch of the M62 is regularly at a standstill due to issues with the local infrastructure. The A58 
will have substantially more HGV traffic, parallel to the proposed footpath. The applicant's own air pollution assessment indicates that the proposed 
diversion goes through areas of the site which are subject to the highest air pollution levels. The odour from traffic fumes alone would seriously curtail 
my enjoyment of the walk and would probably put me off using the footpath at all. 
This change will also mean that users will be subject to higher noise levels. The applicant's own noise report confirms that the proposed change will 
substantially increase noise levels. In my opinion, this will have a detrimental impact on users' enjoyment of the site. 
The proposal to tarmac a new footpath will have a serious impact on biodiversity. The current footpath provides a wildlife corridor, but the proposed 
retaining wall between the warehouse and the footpath does not contain breaks, which would allow wildlife to move around the remaining 
fields/green spaces. In my opinion, a tarmac path would lead to habitat loss and increase habitat fragmentation. 
The proposal will have a massive impact for users of the Spen Valley Heritage Trail, which serves to highlight the cultural legacy of the woollen trade 
and the industrial revolution. This trail is used by members of the public, walking groups and also participants in the Duke of Edinburgh Award 
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scheme. The fact that users will be subject to increased air and noise pollution, whilst having the views removed by the massive warehouse and a 
retaining wall, will discourage people from using the path or seriously curtail their enjoyment of it. 
It is also of concern that the crossing point on Whitehall Road would be at the proposed HGV access, which puts pedestrians at serious risk. This fails 
to comply with NPPF paragraph 112 which states that " ... applications for development should c) create places that are safe, secure and attractive - 
which minimise the scope for conflicts between pedestrians, cyclists and vehicles". 
In addition to this, NPPF Paragraph 100 states: "Planning policies and decisions should protect and enhance public rights of way and access, including 
taking opportunities to provide better facilities for users ..". In my opinion, the diversion of this footpath would directly contravene this statement, as 
the public right of way would be subject to increased air and noise pollution, and a decrease in enjoyment.  
 
I hope that you take these objections into account when considering the diversion of the existing footpath. 
 

45 I wish to object to the above proposal in the strongest possible terms for the following reasons;- 
1) If approved, walkers on the diverted path will be subject to air & noise pollution on a much increased scale, having to walk with the motorway in 
close proximity on the one hand along with similar pollution from the other side emanating from the HGVs entering, leaving and manouvering within 
the site itself. 
2) The increase in length of this section of the path will no doubt deter many walkers from using this section of the Spen Heritage Trail, a walk which is 
publicised by the long-distance waking group ,(a national organisation), through whom the descriptive booklet continues to generate steady sales via 
Cleckheaton & District Rotary Club. 
3) The proposed utilisation of hard, tarmac- type surfacing will also deter walkers along with its effects on wildlife diversity & mobility. 
 

46 (xxxxx)…we wish to strongly object to the proposed diversion of the public footpath, Spenborough 24 at Whitehall Road, Cleckheaton. 
(xxxxx).  This diversion will result in a pleasant walk across a field being diverted adjacent to the M62 motorway with an extra 400 metres of length 
and all the additional noise and air pollution that can be expected. 
We were under the impression that Kirklees were trying to promote walking and cycling, not discouraging it by making it less pleasant and more 
difficult  
(xxxxx)  I have walked the Spen Heritage trail, some parts several times including this section. If this diversion were to be approved then this section of 
the trail would be significantly less appealing and would likely be much less used. 
 

47 See separate email, too large to include 

48 See separate email, too large to include (letter attached) 
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49 See separate email, too large to include (letter attached) 

50 See separate email, too large to include 

51 I am a frequent walker along parts of the circular footpath known as the Spen Heritage Trail. The application for the construction of the proposed 
Amazon warehouse off Whitehall Road, calls for the rerouting of the footpath between Whitehall Road and Whitechapel Road.  
There is significant degradation in the visual aspects of the proposed new route compared to the existing route which is mainly across open fields. 
I therefore object most strongly to the application to re-route the path. 
 

52 (xxxxx) …I would like to register my objection to the proposed diversion of this section of the Spen 
Valley Heritage Trail, in the strongest terms.  This is a route regularly used and enjoyed by myself (xxxxx), and many walking groups from Bradford and 
Calderdale, whose boundaries are cheek to jowl with this lovely lung of farm land. 
We look forward to being out in the countryside for enjoyment, health - both physical and mental - and this section of land allows us to do that in a 
relative pollution-free atmosphere away from the ever burgeoning noise of traffic on the nearby M62, specifically at Junction 26 at Chain Bar which is 
already heavily congested and heavily polluted.  
This section of path offers a lovely walk on the Trail and the proposed diversion would be totally horrendous and destroy any eco benefits  and 
beautiful views provided by the existing right of way.  If this proposal is allowed, walkers would be shadowed by a huge warehouse and high walls and 
squeezed into a path skirting the M62 - with all its existing noise and pollution levels. 
This year’s G7 Summit was held barely six weeks ago, reminding the world of its ecological responsibilities to grow food locally, wherever possible, and 
do whatever it can to reduce CO2 emissions and reduce our carbon footprint.  
Please, Kirklees Council, think about this and do not bulldoze away our rights of way and this wonderful section of footpath,  
which should be protected for generations to come. 
 

53 I would like to strongly object to the diversion of our public footpath which is part of the Spenborough Way Heritage Trail.  The council may not be 
aware of the importance of this 21 mile trail which covers every town and village in Spen and our historical heritage which includes the Luddites and 
the Bronte connections at The Red house and Oakwell Hall.. 
Some of the most serious aspects of the removal of this part of the trail is obviously the air and noise pollution of the M62 and A58. 
Would you choose to walk down the hard shoulder of the M62 for recreation and enjoyment? 
The pollution from the chain bar is one of the worst in the country and without our paths and the greenway etc we would have no protection 
whatsoever.  Users of the proposed footpath would be subject to increased pollution.  It would also increase the distance of the path. 
It would also remove the biodiversity and wildlife corridor by proposed use of tarmac surface. The enjoyment of walking in a rural setting on natural 
surface would be completely removed. 
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'There doesn't seem to be any justification for it' according to the Planning Consultant.  The locals are worried about crossing the road to get to the 
footpath because it will be constantly used by HGVs .  The whole thing is a risk to our (xxxxx) health.  I dread to think of the path being underused 
because the public are treated like second class citizens 'like it or lump it' attitude.  Also of course the size of the warehouse will dwarf the path and 
make an enjoyable way very unpleasant and unsafe. 
 

54 I wish to state my objections to the above proposed diversion for the following reasons. 
The present footpath facilitates a peaceful, rural walk in nature with far reaching views and a natural surface underfoot encouraging healthy exercise, 
all of which benefit both physical and mental well being.  To divert the footpath to a 4m (approx) wide stretch of hard surface placed between a high 
gabion wall (plus any traffic from the proposed development) and the M62/M606/A58 network would be harmful to health due to increased noise 
and traffic pollution plus the loss of all the aforementioned benefits. 
The footpath is shown on the OS 1882 map. A diversion would wipe out at least 140 years of our local history, which is in total opposition to what a 
local Heritage Trail represents.  
To exit a bridleway on to the A58/ Whitehall Road would bring riders/horses into conflict with traffic and pose a hazard to both parties. 
 

55 I wish to object to the above proposed diversion of public footpath for the following reasons: 
1. Loss of habitat and wildlife would occur if the footpath were diverted and hard surfaced 
2. The proposed diversion would substantially increase noise and air pollution for walkers.  
3. The application states "It is in accordance with the Kirklees Council Rights of Way Improvement plan",  but the Improvement Plan clearly states 
that  "The recreational type paths tend to be in the countryside areas and these particular paths should be managed in character within the rural 
setting".  Hard surfacing of the path and diverting it between a high gabion wall and the motorway therefore goes directly against the plan.  
 

56 See separate email, too large to include 

57 See separate email, too large to include 

58 See separate email, too large to include 

59 Objection to the Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 at Whitehall Road, Cleckheaton. Town & Country Planning Act 1990, section 
257  
We are seriously concerned by the above proposal and urge you not to allow it to proceed.  
The path is, as you will be aware, part of the Spen Way Heritage Trail and rerouting it will significantly reduce walkers' enjoyment.  
There will be increased pollution from traffic and noise if the path is nearer to the M62 but also large walls will restirct users' views of the local 
countryside.  
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The proposed Tarmac surface will deprive local wildlife of a corridor to cross the land included in the Amazon development which is, in our opinion, 
far too large for the site.  
The length of the path across the field will increase from around 470 to 840 metres, all because the proposed development is far bigger than that for 
which the land was originally designated.  
Increased traffic on the A58 Whitehall Road will make crossing for walkers difficult and dangerous. The planned rerouting of the path does not appear 
to have taken this into consideration.  
Please do not allow this to happen! 
 

60 Yesterday I walked this footpath. I found a pleasant, well-used path, running between fields and a well established hedge that reached above my head 
and included hawthorn, holly and blackberry brambles. Part of the path runs next to the M62, and part of this stretch is next to a head height stone 
wall topped by railings. 
I see from the proposed diversion that the new path route would follow firstly the A58, then the M62. These are both busy roads now, without the 
additional traffic associated with the Amazon development. Yesterday, on a wet Sunday afternoon, there was a constant noise of speeding traffic 
while walking next to the motorway. A longer route next to major roads would be much less pleasant than the current route. 
I also note that it is proposed that a retaining wall will be built between the diverted footpath and the warehouse. The short stretch I walked with a 
tall wall on one side gave a feeling of enclosure and constraint, much different to the sense of enjoyment felt walking next to the hedge. 
It is impossible to divert the footpath and provide something as valuable as what is there now. It would result in a longer walk next to busy roads, 
being exposed to the noise and air pollution of heavy traffic. It would replace an open, natural route on earth with an enclosed, tarmacadam path. It 
would remove an established hedgerow, a valuable habitat and corridor for wildlife. Even if equivalent planting is made, it would be years before the 
new hedge is established and providing the same benefits to wildlife and walkers as the existing one. 
For these reasons I object to the proposed diversion. 
 

61 I am writing to object to the proposed diversion of the public footpath ‘Spenborough 24 at Whitehall Road Cleckheaton’. 
I object for the following reasons: 
One: The footpath does not need to be moved if the proposed warehouse development does not go ahead, or if the development sticks to the outline 
of the local plan. If the local plan is adhered to movement of the footpath is not necessary meaning the Spen Valley Heritage Trail would not be 
affected. 
Two: Pollution. The proposed diversion will move the footpath from running across open farmland to going down the side of the M62, this move will 
negate any health benefits received from walking due to the increased air pollution from breathing in the fumes from the M62 on one side and the 
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warehouse development on the other if it goes ahead. You also would need to walk further on the A58 Whitehall Road to continue the walk on the 
other side of the road - increasing exposure to pollution. 
Noise pollution would also be an issue from the trucks being loaded / unloaded and reversing beepers. 
Three: Safety! (xxxxx) …I would not feel safe walking down the path (which I currently use often for exercise) in its new proposed layout; one side is a 
steep bank onto the M62, the other side a high wall - where would you go if threatened. There are already cases of mugging on the Greenway why 
would this be any different? 
Also on the safety front, the crossing of the A58 to continue the walk would be more dangerous due to the increased levels of traffic should the 
proposed warehouse get the go ahead. 
 

62 See separate email, too large to include (letter attached) 

63 I would like to object to the diversion of the public footpath on spenborough 24 at Whitehall Road for the following reasons: 
Impact to wildlife- using none natural surface will make wildlife less likely to use the path which is currently used to connect cleckheaton and scholes. 
There's deer,  rabbits,  foxes,  bats, rare birds all using this area.   
The long standing public walkway will be extended and result in inconvenience to the public.  It will be less desirable due to increased pollution being 
nearer the motorway area and noise pollution. 
I do not believe a heritage walk should be diverted or impacted for yet another building that looks like giant lump of lego....! It is appalling you are 
even considering this.  Too much of our heritage and old buildings have been lost already .... leaving our city becoming increasingly ugly and  dull!  
Please put a stop to this impact to our walkers and our neighbourhood. 
 

64 I am writing to object in the strongest of terms to the proposed application to divert part of public footpath at land west of the M62 and south of 
Whitehall Road, Cleckheaton. The application is made on the grounds that it is required to implement planning application 2021/92603 for the 
erection of storage and distribution unit (use class B8) with ancillary offices, car parking, servicing landscaping and access. 
Reasons for my objection: 
1. This footpath forms part of the Heritage trail and it is wholly inappropriate for this route to be diverted alongside the hard shoulder of the M62 2. 
Use of tarmac to surface this re-routed path will destroy habitat and eco-systems for local wildlife already at risk from the development 3. Users of the 
path looking for exercise and fresh air (the majority) will be subject to air and noise pollution from the motorway 4. Users will also be looking at a very 
congested motorway, or worse the new loading bay rather than enjoying the current green space 5. The length of the diverted route is double the 
existing - this will be an inconvenience for many users who may no longer be able to use it due to the time it will take to reach the same destination 
I’m astounded at the audacity of these developers and their complete disregard for the local community.  I sincerely hope Kirklees planners see sense 
and do the right thing to protect our right of way. 
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65 I wish to strongly object  to this Proposal because: 
1. This is a significant change to the existing public footpath/ Spen Valley heritage trail. The length of this section  of the footpath is considerably 
increased by nearly 400 metres and the new section of footpath runs parallel and very close to the M62 and then the A58 rather than through fields. 
Air Pollution is very significantly increased for walkers from the proximity to major roads and the HGV loading yards of the proposed development. 
Dangers to health are increased. 
2. Noise pollution is significantly increased for the same reasons as above. 
3. The attractiveness of this section of the spen heritage trail is reduced substantially, being next to the M62 and a 23metre tall warehouse as well as 
health affecting pollution, thereby resulting in less useage. 
4. The inspector  recognised these issues in her local plan review and her decision to reduce the net developable area of the site and to recommend 
an indicative capacity ten time less than in the proposed development allows for a much more desirable and much less polluting footpath location. 
5. The footpath crossing route across the A58 is proposed to be adjacent to an extremely busy HGV and  other traffic exit from the site increasing 
safety hazards. 
6. The proposed development fails to enhance and protect existing public rights if way and fails to resolve conflicts between vehicles and 
pedestrians/cyclists- it should be rejected in accordance with NPPF paragraphs 100 and 112. 
 

66/67 Letter 

68 Letter  

69 Letter  

70 I would like to strongly object to the above proposed diversion of said footpath on several grounds. 
Firstly, the diversion would bring the footpath much closer to the motorway causing the walker to breathe in a much heavier polluted air. Obviously 
this is not good for anyone’s health and also not a relaxing,enjoyable walk. On another point, the diversion would also be a lot noiser on account of 
the proximity to the motorway. Again this spoils any enjoyment of the footpath. Also I object strongly on the diversion with regard to the loss of 
biodiversity/wildlife this will cause. Many people like to use the footpath to see birds, insects etc. All this will be lost if the footpath is moved. Lastly 
the footpath is part of the Spen Way Heritage trail, by moving said footpath it would be causing great detriment to the trail. It would not encourage 
people to walk the trail with views of a huge warehouse. Hardly relaxing and scenic. 
As many people discovered during the pandemic, a walk in the fields or a green space is very therapeutic, therefore I would ask that this proposal is 
turned down. 
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71 OBJECTION TO THE PROPOSED DIVERSION OF PUBLIC FOOTPATH SPENBOROUGH 24 AT WHITEHALL ROAD, CLECKHEATON, TOWN & COUNTRY 
PLANNING ACT 1990 SECTION 257 
SPEN VALLEY HERITAGE TRAIL DIVERSION 
The right of way (Spen Valley Heritage Trail), is proposed to be diverted alongside the M62 Motorway.  The existing right of way follows the ancient 
right of way from Whitehall Road (with Roman connections) to the ancient religious site of Whitechapel Church whose ancestry dates back to the 11th 
Century and beyond.  Our heritage is completely being ignored.   
It is proposed that the footpath is to be diverted along a veritable ‘ravine’ between the M62 embankment and the side of the Amazon warehouse 
development which is, incidentally, the largest such facility in the UK.  There will be no views for a considerable distance apart from the walls of the 
warehouse and the side of the motorway! 
Noise levels will be completely unacceptable and ear defenders will be recommended to walkers.  There will be the roar of the Motorway, traffic on 
Whitehall Road (A58 Trunk Road), not to mention the noise of the reversing HGV vehicles driving into the bays (44 per hour we are told)!  
The path will be much steeper than it is now and the pollution levels will inevitably be massively increased.  This area already has high pollution on the 
WHO scale but it will be throat choking and eye-watering along this section of diverted footpath.  It will certainly not be conducive to a healthy stroll 
in the countryside as now recommended by GP’s everywhere and Kirklees own Environmental team.    
We are told that part of the pathway is to become a bridleway.  This does sound very pleasant until we realise that the bridleway will run alongside 
the A58, near to the warehouse with its relentless flow of HGV’s and constant noises which will cause fear and distress to most horses and ponies on 
the bridleway.  The noise will not be constant but erratic and unpredictable, the worst type of noise for horses.  The consequence will be that these 
noises will cause considerable danger for both riders and horses, bucking, bolting or suddenly stopping in fear.  Not a good place for a bridleway.  
The Consultation for the Local Plan removed this field from Green Belt on condition that the development covered only 10.68 hectares and did not 
affect the rights of way pathways.  However, this has been completely ignored by Kirklees Panning and the warehouse building is now plandded to 
cover over double that restriction on size, with consequent detriment to rights of way, pollution, flooding, traffic flow and causing many, many more 
problems.     
 

72 Objection to the Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 at Whitehall Road, Cleckheaton. Town & Country Planning Act 1990, section 
257 
Please find below my objections to the diversion of this footpath. I have taken my key points from the Save Our Spen website. (xxxxx)… whilst they 
recommend that objections be written in people's own words I agree with the key points they have raised and have taken my cue from their lead. 
Users would be subject to Increased Air Pollution due to the proposed route of the diversion. 
Putting more of the route of the path adjacent to the motorway at the east of the site and A58 would expose users to increased levels of air pollution. 
Air quality encountered by people in Kirklees is one of the Council's key areas of concern and this proposal does not align with that. 
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User would be subject to Increased Noise Pollution due to the proposed route of the diversion 
The first few metres of the path are already extremely noisy due to the closeness to the motorway and a retaining wall at nearby residential homes. 
This noise level drops substantially as you progress over the footpath and through the field. 
I have walked on this path regularly and have experienced this myself. If the path is diverted then the whole route will be noisier. 
Removal of enjoyment due to huge increase in length of public footpath 
This will automatically decrease the desire to use this route together with removing enjoyment and making this a more strenuous journey. 
Removal of biodiversity and wildlife corridor by proposed use of tarmac surface. 
The enjoyment of walking in a rural setting on a soft natural surface will be completely removed. With it the biodiversity will be removed, no worms, 
bugs, or spiders can permeate or be provided a habitat by a tarmac surface.  
Indeed, the pleasure of walking along the hedgerow will be gone, along with the flora and fauna. 
Spen Way Heritage Trail – This footpath forms part of the Heritage Trail 
This proposal will discourage and remove the enjoyment of walking the parts of the Heritage Trail that cross through Scholes.  
 
Many thanks for the opportunity to air my views. 
 

73 Re: Objection to the Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 at Whitehall Road, Cleckheaton.  Town & Country Planning Act 1990, 
section 257   
It is called the Greenway because it is supposed to be Green, people do not want to walk and cycle alongside busy roads and industrial sites.  
The Greenway, if moved as proposed, would cause users increased risk of air pollution whilst using the path, and reduce enjoyment due to traffic 
noise and fumes from the M62, A58 and the proposed Amazon site, which Kirklees are determined to allow despite obvious detriment to local people. 
The diverted footpath will be next to the HGV loading area according to the most recent Amazon proposal.  
Spen Valley Heritage trail and Greenway go through the proposed Amazon site. To reroute both of these rights of way will be detrimental to the public 
who use them. Changing these routes from open spaces in fresh air to walking alongside the largest Amazon facility in the UK (based on square 
metres) will change from being a healthy pleasant activity to an unsafe and unhealthy walk, along a 'ravine' between the amazon site and the 
motorway. One side will be a steep embankment to the motorway and the other a high security wall and fence. Potential victims will be totally hidden 
from passers-by, unless they also happen to be following the same route, and there will be too much traffic noise to hear calls for help. Is Kirklees 
happy to take this risk and explain why to any future victims? It will also expose users to high pollution levels, for a longer distance than the original 
route.  
Planning regulations call for any design to take safety and security into account, these reroutes have been designed simply to allow Amazon to go 
ahead with their plans. No consideration for public safety or enjoyment of the path users.   
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The suggestion to include a bridleway is totally unfeasible, crossing main roads and walking along noisy busy roads is dangerous for both horses and 
riders.  Adding a bridleway to make the plans seem more inclusive without regard for safety is dangerous.  
Spen Valley Heritage Trail will lose its view of historical places that can be seen from the existing path.  
The reroute will be worse for the environment and wildlife, there are no animal crossings in the proposal. These footpaths are shown on an Ordnance 
Survey map from 1854, is money and greed a good enough reason to destroy our history?   
When the Local Plan was written the Planning Inspector intended to keep these paths in their current place. What was the point in wasting money on 
the Local Plan if all the recommendations are ignored?  
Please do not allow the proposed changes.  
 

74 (xxxxx) object to this proposal. 
There is no planning permission granted for this site and therefore the critera of s257 are not met. See below.  
257Footpaths [F1, bridleways and restricted byways] affected by development: orders by other authorities. 
(1)Subject to section 259, a competent authority may by order authorise the stopping up or diversion of any footpath [F2, bridleway or restricted 
byway] if they are satisfied that it is necessary to do so in order to enable development to be carried out— 
(a)in accordance with planning permission granted under Part III [F3or section 293A], or 
(b)by a government department. 
The reason statement and information sent out in the consultation give a misleading impression that planning permission has been granted. The 
council should withdraw the consultation and consult under section 1A of the Town & Country Planning Act or under the Highways Act 1980 if the 
application is in the interests of the landowner. 
 

75 See separate email, too large to include (letter attached) 

76 See separate email, too large to include  

77 I strongly object to the diversion of this public footpath on the following grounds: 
1. The footpath users would be subject to greatly increased air pollution 
2. It is a significant and much steeper diversion 
3. The proposed diversion is narrow instead of the open space, making it dangerous and attractive to antisocial behaviour.  Or works feel incredibly 
unsafe. 
4. The footpath users would be subject to greatly increased noise pollution.  It would be very unpleasant to walk along this route at all, and yet it is 
currently very well used and a positive experience.  
5.  Produced tarmac surface is damaging for the environment and wildlife.  It's quite shocking this is being proposed at all.  
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6. This proposal seems to be purely to accommodate a yet to be approved planning application.  Is this permitted?  Looking at this footpath on 
isolation, there is simply no reason to change it.  Why is there even consideration of changing footpaths to make somebody else's planning application 
easier even if that application has got grave concerns, deceit, and objections around it already?   
For the sake of local residents and wildlife, both now and in the future, please do not allow this alteration to proceed.  The wealthiest and most 
powerful applicants should not be able to bully there way through life.  Please consider this application for what it really is... taking into account the 
implications on the related application.  
 

78 I would like to strongly object to the proposed diversion of the public footpath Spenborough 24 at Whitehall Road, Cleckheaton.   
I have grave concerns on several points including the lack of regard for the safety of pedestrians who wish to use the proposed diverted footpath. The 
northern crossing point on Whitehall Road will be at an extremely busy proposed HGV access point.  
 I use this footpath regularly and am concerned about the increased air pollution that myself and others would be subject to due to the proposed 
route of the diversion. Walking adjacent to the motorway and busy A58 which are both regularly at a standstill due to already existing traffic 
problems. If moved, the footpath would mean an increased risk of high levels of air pollution while using the footpath and also reduced enjoyment 
from the walk due to the odour of traffic fumes from the M62, A58 and the proposed HGV loading area which would be located next to the diverted 
footpath. 
Another area of concern for me is the increased noise pollution alongside the increased air pollution.  The proposed change means the entire pathway 
would be subject to higher levels of noise. The level of enjoyment from using the public footpath would be greatly diminished.  
As someone who has rediscovered the local area and a love of walking during lockdown I’m extremely concerned about the increased air and noise 
pollution I would be subject to. 
 Finally, the removal of biodiversity and local wildlife due to the proposed use of tarmac surface is extremely concerning. The current footpath 
provides a natural wildlife corridor for local wildlife. The enjoyment of walking amongst the wildlife on a soft natural surface will be completely 
removed. With a tarmac surface, biodiversity will be removed! What natural habitat will tarmac provide for local wildlife? The full retaining wall 
proposed between the huge warehouse and footpath makes absolutely no attempt to provide wildlife breaks, for animals and insects to move freely 
between the green spaces of Scholes and Cleckheaton Golf Club and green field adjacent to the A58. Another choice where the environment and local 
wildlife is not considered or put first. 
 

79 I write to object to the proposals to divert the above footpath. 
As a regular user of this footpath it is clear to me that the proposed diversion will have an adverse impact on my health. 
Instead of walking across green fields I will now be walking alongside the M62 before turning to complete the route by walking alongside the A58. 
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Not only will I be subjected to more noise pollution but air quality will also be severely worse. Both the A58 and the M62 are extremely busy dual 
carriageways and motorways and the M62 can be full of stationary and gridlocked traffic at any time of day resulting in vast amounts of exhaust 
fumes being discharged into the atmosphere directly alongside the proposed diversion. 
The proposal also diverts the course of the Spen Valley Heritage Trail, an important route for many locals. In my view such Heritage Trails should be 
preserved not altered on some whim. 
I trust that my objection will be recorded accordingly. 
 

80 I write this letter to raise my objection regarding the diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 at Whitehall Road, Cleckheaton. Town & Country 
Planning Act 1990, section 257. 
Following the planning application submitted by Amazon and their developers, whom are asking for diversions of the above footpath/s from crossing 
the middle of the existing open fields to the perimeter of the land directly adjacent to the M62 motorway. The proposal to follow the extents of the 
boundary fencing to the east of the site and to the north of the site next to the very busy A58 Whitehall Road is abhorrent. In effect moving the footpath 
from an area in the middle of open countryside directly next to a very noisy motorway in a highly polluted environment. As a local resident of (xxxxx) I 
regularly use the current footpath for the peace and tranquillity of the open countryside surrounding this area. As a regular jogger utilising this section 
or the Spen Valley Heritage Trail, following the footpath trail across the A58 to the local golf links course and beautiful open countryside and agricultural 
land. This route forms a green buffer zone between the villages of Scholes and Oakenshaw, admired by walkers from near and far. I have always taken 
this route to avoid the heavily polluted atmosphere around J26 of the M62 which is over congested and one of the one of the busiest motorway 
intersections in the UK. On a daily basis this intersection is brought to a standstill due to the volume of existing traffic passing through area. The current 
trees along the Greenway and adjacent to the proposed development site offer pedestrians protection from noisy traffic and air pollution from the 
motorway intersection abating noise and disturbance for nature and local wildlife. A number of the trees on the development land are under a tree 
preservation order, they form nature’s way of reducing pollution and should be maintained for everyone’s wellbeing. 
The recent planning approvals for industrial units to the north of Chain Bar have also reduced the number of green fields in close proximity. Within the 
application it is clear that significant increases in the volume of HGV’s and commuter traffic pollution created by employees making their journey to and 
from the site will also increase pollution into the surrounding village properties and school/s environment. This highly toxic atmosphere created will be 
extremely harmful to public health.  In turn this will decrease the enjoyment and use of the pathway substantially due to the members of the public not 
wishing to be subjected to this amount of noise or toxic atmosphere whilst taking exercise in their area. 
Before approving the Local Plan, the Planning Inspector reduced the net developable area on the site from 23.7 Ha to 10.68 Ha, in order to create a 
landscape buffer and also protect the gas pipeline that runs across the site. The inspector names this footpath as a constraint and reduced the 
developable area of the site to 10.68 hectares, with an indicative capacity of 38,380 m2. If the developable area and the inspector’s comments were 
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being respected there would be no need for total repositioning of the footpath which will increase the negative health impact on users of the Heritage 
Trail! 
In closing and to reinforce my objections to the proposed re-routing of the footpath, I ask you to seriously consider the following extract from the 
National Planning and Policy Framework - Paragraph 100 -…. “Planning policies and decisions should protect and enhance public rights of way and 
access, including taking opportunities to provide better facilities for users, for example by adding links to existing rights of way networks including 
National Trails.”  
 

81 I would like to object to the Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 at Whitehall Road, Cleckheaton.  Town & Country Planning Act 
1990, section 257   
The proposed new route of this footpath would take it down between the very busy M62 and if Amazon gets their plans passed a giant warehouse. 
Every wagon that visits the warehouse would pass down the length of the foot path due to the one way system they are planning. This would make 
the footpath very unpleasant because of the fumes and noise pollution from both sides and totally negate the benefits of an outdoor walk. 
The second and probably the more serious reason for my objection is the security risk due to the wall on one side and a very busy motorway the 
other. There would be no way of escaping. The bend in the footpath would mean you would not be able to see if anyone was waiting, there has 
already been muggings on the greenway and the greenway makes a perfect getaway route. 
Changing the route of the footpath from crossing open fields to funnelling between two high pollution areas with no way of escaping is unacceptable 
in my view. 
 

82 I object to the diversion of this public footpath for the following reasons: 
1.  Greatly increased air pollution on proposed path 
2. Much longer and steeper diversion 
3. Narrow and enclosed instead of open space, making it unsafe.   
4. Greatly increased noise pollution making it unpleasant to walk along.  
5.  Tarmac surface is damaging to the environment and wildlife.   
6. Current open view over historic area would be lost.  
7. Proposal appears to be to accommodate a pending planning application.  So in isolation should not be approved.  There is no justification. 
 

83 Re: Objection to the Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 at Whitehall Road, Cleckheaton.  Town & Country Planning Act 1990, 
section 257   
It is called the Greenway because it is supposed to be Green, people do not want to walk and cycle alongside busy roads and industrial sites.  
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The Greenway, if moved as proposed, would cause users increased risk of air pollution whilst using the path, and reduce enjoyment due to traffic 
noise and fumes from the M62, A58 and the proposed Amazon site, which Kirklees are determined to allow despite obvious detriment to local people. 
The diverted footpath will be next to the HGV loading area according to the most recent Amazon proposal.  
Spen Valley Heritage trail and Greenway go through the proposed Amazon site. To reroute both of these rights of way will be detrimental to the public 
who use them. Changing these routes from open spaces in fresh air to walking alongside the largest Amazon facility in the UK (based on square 
metres) will change from being a healthy pleasant activity to an unsafe and unhealthy walk, along a 'ravine' between the amazon site and the 
motorway. One side will be a steep embankment to the motorway and the other a high security wall and fence. Potential victims will be totally hidden 
from passers-by, unless they also happen to be following the same route, and there will be too much traffic noise to hear calls for help. Is Kirklees 
happy to take this risk and explain why to any future victims? It will also expose users to high pollution levels, for a longer distance than the original 
route.  
Planning regulations call for any design to take safety and security into account, these reroutes have been designed simply to allow Amazon to go 
ahead with their plans. No consideration for public safety or enjoyment of the path users.   
The suggestion to include a bridleway is totally unfeasible, crossing main roads and walking along noisy busy roads is dangerous for both horses and 
riders.  Adding a bridleway to make the plans seem more inclusive without regard for safety is dangerous.  
Spen Valley Heritage Trail will lose its view of historical places that can be seen from the existing path.  
The reroute will be worse for the environment and wildlife, there are no animal crossings in the proposal. These footpaths are shown on an Ordnance 
Survey map from 1854, is money and greed a good enough reason to destroy our history?   
When the Local Plan was written the Planning Inspector intended to keep these paths in their current place. What was the point in wasting money on 
the Local Plan if all the recommendations are ignored?  
Please do not allow the proposed changes.  
 

84 I am writing to object to the proposed diversion of part of public footpath Spenborough 24/30 between the B6120 Whitechapel Road and the A58 
Whitehall Road, between Scholes and Cleckheaton. This proposed diversion has been made on the grounds that it is necessary for the implementation 
of planning application 2021/62/92603/E for the the erection of storage and distribution unit for Amazon with ancillary offices, car parking, servicing 
landscaping and access. 
Although my remit as (xxxxx) for (xxxxx) does not cover North Kirklees, I walk in the area frequently and know Spenborough 24/30 well.  It is, at 
present, a route through green fields which forms part of the Spen Way Heritage Trail, a 21-mile waymarked recreational route in the area. My 
comments in this case are made as a private individual, not on behalf of the (xxxxx) who I assume will be submitting their own objection (xxxxx).  
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Paragraph 100 of the National Planning Policy Framework states: "Planning policies and decisions should protect and enhance public rights of way and 
access, including taking opportunities to provide better facilities for users, for example by adding links to existing rights of way networks including 
National Trails." 
This proposed diversion neither protects nor enhances this right of way. Indeed, the degree of change being proposed here is one of the most 
significant I can remember in recent years in Kirklees in terms of the overwhelmingly negative impact it would have on a right of way's users.  
Although, at the Whitechapel Road end, the path does run parallel with the M62 for its first 300 metres or so, from the point at which it strikes north-
west (point A on the plan of the proposed diversion) to its exit on Whitehall Road at point B it is, at present, an entirely rural and attractive route 
which has a very surprisingly peaceful feel, given its relative proximity to the motorway and to another major road.  In places it retains its ancient 
hedgerows on both sides, contributing to the enjoyment of the walker passing through and to a biodiverse environment.  
The effect of the diversion would be to force path users to instead proceed very closely alongside the M62 and then later the A58 on a noise- and air-
polluted course between industrial fencing and these two main traffic arteries, with the dull, desensitising and light-blocking facade of the warehouse 
looming large on the other side of the fence - and on a journey that is also nearly twice as long as the current route to boot.  The proposed new exit 
on Whitehall Road (point D) would be very close or adjacent to the main entrance and exit point for vehicles coming to and from the warehouse - 
many of them huge HGVs - and has the further demerit of not even being directly opposite the public footpath leading north on the other side of the 
road (Spenborough 24/10) towards Oakenshaw. Walkers continuing north would therefore have to walk alongside the A58 for some yards and 
negotiate the site entrance, as well as crossing a road (Whitehall Road) whose traffic levels, already high, had been swelled many times further 
still through the development. 
No normal person would use such a route for enjoyment - nor indeed for many reasons at all. If the construction of the warehouse goes ahead, and 
therefore the rural nature of the path is sacrificed to the development, it might have been arguable that the interests of walkers were being retained 
in part if the newly diverted footpath route were more direct or at least no longer than the original, to ensure that walkers could pass swiftly through 
the affected area and re-enter the green countryside at hand on other rights of way paths opposite each of the terminal ends of the path.  But the 
proposed diversion does not allow for that either.  
I urge the Council to give urgent consideration to these matters as part of its decision-making process.  This case has yet again highlighted that rights 
of way are too often considered as an afterthought of planning policy (something to be sorted out after the fact) rather than as a core part of the 
planning process to be determined at the same time as a developer's application.  
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86 Letter  

87 Letter 

88 I have the following comments concerning the application for diversion of this important PROW – Spenborough 24. 



Spenborough 24, warehouse  
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No. Prelim response 

The current PROW enables walkers to access the quiet and calm of the countryside within minutes of joining this path at the Whitechapel Road end.  
1. The proposed diversion will mean that walkers will have to walk along side the very busy M62 until it reaches the Whitehall Road. Having 

walked on this PROW many times I can testify that this will be unbearable. The noise from the motorway for the current short stretch of path 
means that it is very difficult to speak with a companion because of the noise levels. It is completely unacceptable to propose this as a 
potential diversion. 

2. For walkers the experience will become one of a walk along a noisy M62 on one side and a towering warehouse on the other. There will be no 
open aspect to provide a sense of security. On the contrary it will feel intimidating. Have the WY Police commented on the secure by design 
aspect of the proposal? 

3. Is the proposed length of bridleway of any realistic use to horse riders? Where is the next bridleway connection from the Whitehall Road end? 
4. The proposal deliberately chooses the worst possible route for the PROW.  
5. I am totally opposed to this diversion. 

 

89 At this time the KCOM Group PLC has no apparatus or proposals for new apparatus in the vicinity of these works and will not be affected by them. 
Please note this reply is valid for 3 months from the date of this letter. 
 

90 Should this development go ahead we would ask that the footpath from Whitechapel Road to Point A be upgraded to bridleway.   
From point A to C that a bridleway be created this would allow all NMU users to benefit from this diversion order.   
We welcome the addition of a bridleway from C to D.  
We would seek to have E to F as a bridleway creation not a cycleway. This would provide the best use of “public funds for public good”    

91 I wish to object to the above Proposed diversion of a public footpath because, 
The proposed path diversion would involve over 3,000 square metres of pristine agricultural land being hard surfaced which would result in loss of 
natural habitat and biodiversity. Hard surfacing also contributes to both flooding and heating of the local environment.  
The proposed diversion would mean walkers having to walk closer to the motorway and suffer increased air pollution and noise.  
It would be extremely dangerous for a bridleway to terminate on the A58/Whitehall Road, both for riders and motorists given the unpredictability of 
horses combined with heavy and fast traffic. 

 



(c) Crown Copyright and database rights 2022.
Ordnance Survey 100022861

Sharon Huddleston
Assistant Definitive Map Officer
Kirklees Council
Public rights of way
PO Box 1720
Huddersfield
HD1 9EL

20th July 2022

Dear Sharon,

Re: Objection to the Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 at
Whitehall Road, Cleckheaton.  Town & Country Planning Act 1990, section 257

Thank you very much for your email of 29th June 2022 requesting preliminary
comments with regard to the application request you have received asking to divert
the above public footpath in order to implement planning application 2021/92603.

It should of course be noted that this planning application has not yet been before the
strategic planning committee and no planning permission has been granted for the
development that necessitates this footpath being diverted. As such there is currently
no requirement to divert this footpath neither permanently nor temporarily and I would
hope that any request to do so would be refused at present anyway on the grounds
that no planning permission has been obtained and no work should be commencing
on the site.

Notwithstanding that I feel that even if planning permission were to be obtained by
the applicant, there are still very strong arguments as to why this footpath should not
be diverted and the applicant be required to modify their plans instead. In this
objection, I hope to show that their proposed alternative diversion route is unfit for
purpose and is certainly not a valid replacement for the current path:

Background

The current footpath forms part of the Spen Valley
Heritage Trail and is actually shown as such on the
current Ordnance Survey maps.

I have added the (A and B) annotation as used in your
notification on this and all the subsequent maps to show
the precise location of the part of the path that the
applicant has asked to divert.

A

B
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The section of footpath the applicant has asked to divert currently runs for a total of
467.46m. It is an undeveloped natural pathway running through the middle of
agricultural land with a mature hedgerow running on one side of it or the other, along
most of its route:

The views you get as you walk along the path are far reaching, however, none more
so than at the highest point of the path, where the walker is presented with a
panorama of the majority of the historic Spenborough district including sweeping
views of Cleckheaton, Gomersal, Birkenshaw and Hunsworth. Parts of Bradford,
including Low Moor, Euroway and Bierley can also be seen from here:

The current footpath so easily allows locals to feel as if they are out in wide-open
countryside whilst only venturing a few metres from their houses. Walking just a few
steps up the path away from point A on the maps and you completely forget how
close you are to built up areas, and more surprisingly also how close you are to one
of the busiest stretches of motorway in England. The sights, sounds and smells of
the countryside are all that surround you and the noise of the motorway so quickly
disperses away as you walk up the path.
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PM10 PM2.5 PM10 PM2.5

PROW16 15.47 10 PROW22 14.76 9.53

PROW17 15.21 9.84 PROW23 14.55 9.4

PROW18 14.96 9.67 PROW24 14.8 9.52

PROW19 14.81 9.57 PROW25 14.98 9.62

PROW20 14.75 9.53 PROW26 15.02 9.63

PROW21 14.66 9.47

The World Health Organisation recommends a maximum level of PM10 of
15ug/m3 and of PM2.5 of 5ug/m3. So although PM10 concentrations are
estimated by the applicant to be only slightly over the WHO limits around the
diverted path, the smaller PM2.5 particulate matter, which can cause asthma,
jeopardise lung functions and promote cancer, is at levels almost double
those limits.

With these high levels of pollution, why would anyone want to use the
proposed diverted footpath over what is present today, where air pollution
levels are reduced as it takes you into the middle of a field away from the
sources of that pollution?

• Detrimental to Biodiversity

As described earlier, the current footpath is an undeveloped natural pathway
with hedgerow and fields around it – teeming with biodiversity. The applicant
is proposing an artificial path consisting of chippings on hot bituminous
emulsion, rolled on top of an asphalt machine laid base on top of granular fill
on top of a herbicide layer. In other words a man made solid footpath, which
will not allow insects, other ground creatures and plants to permeate it and
therefore is not conducive to promoting biodiversity.

Walking along the existing footpath a walker sees many varieties of flora and
fauna. By creating a uniform man-made artificial path, the applicant is
ensuring that this diversity will be reduced.
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• Extra distance to travel

The diversion is proposed to be 837.42m long which is an extra 369.96m, to
get to almost the same destination. It should, however be noted on the
proposal map that in fact the diversion does not actually take you from point A
to point B on the plan. It only takes you to point D some 53.77 metres away:

In the applicant’s plans, to get to Point B would require a walker to cross the
entrance road past the main exit to the site where it is predicted that 44 HGVs
every hour will be exiting and entering.

It should also be noted that point D is also not directly opposite the
continuation of the footpath over the golf course towards Low Moor. Walkers
will, therefore have to cross the A58 at point D and then walk along it for
approximately 50 metres to get to the footpath - again through increased
noise and air pollution.

• Longer Steepest Gradient

Furthermore the steepest part of the current footpath is 1:10 and this is for a
length of 53m. The steepest gradient in the proposed diversion is also a 1:10
gradient but for 75m of the path. This means that the diversion requires a
steeper climb for longer, making it more difficult for less able walkers to use.
Considering the amount of cut and fill the applicant is proposing in order to
create their service yard and car parks, it is a shame that they have not given
as much thought to trying to level off the diverted footpath as well.
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What they are therefore showing us is that in their diversion plan, just about
the whole footpath provided from Whitechapel Rd all the way to the Spen
Valley Greenway, some 650m will have the M62 motorway steep
embankment on one side providing no means of escape. On the other side
there will be a solid stone wall, a fence, a steep slope and another tall fence
with barbed wire security above it as well, once again providing no means of
escape to the other side either. In other words they have designed an almost
half mile tunnel where should the unthinkable happen, no one can hear you
scream! If ever I have seen the design for an anti-social behaviour magnet,
this is it.

Planning regulations call for any design to take safety and security into
account – I do not believe the applicant has done this.

Still on safety, the applicant has proposed a public bridleway from the Spen
Valley Greenway to the A58 as part of the diversion. However at the A58 this
bridleway arrives at one of 2 crossings they are proposing, and on both they
have placed a central island. Looking at the plans the islands are not big
enough to accommodate a horse safely, especially considering the amount
and speed of the traffic on the A58. This, combined with the fact that much of
the traffic into the site at non-shift change time will be large HGVs, means that
any rider trying to stop at the island to cross to the other side would be in
danger of their horse easily being startled. I believe that the rationale of
making this section a bridleway rather than a cycleway should be revisited. It
does not seem very safe to me to be trying to promote horse riding along this
part of the footpath.

• Views

The proposed diverted footpath being surrounded on both sides by slopes,
building and trees will limit any views that the existing footpath ever had of the
surrounding area and its heritage.

Conclusion

So, in conclusion, the diversion proposed by the applicant almost doubles the length
of the footpath that must be walked to get to the same place. It routes the new
proposed path around a course that exposes the walker to significantly more noise
and air pollution. It forms a footpath that is significantly less safe, increasing the risk
of anti-social behaviour. It harms the biodiversity of the area, by opting for a tarmac
pathway rather than the natural pathway that exists today and finally it completely
ignores the history and heritage of this footpath and the fact that walkers have been
using it for well over 200 years.

I sincerely hope that this diversion is refused as the applicant currently has the
opportunity, before building any structure on this land, and before their application is
taken to the strategic planning committee for consideration, to modify their plans.

They should be made to respect that the footpath crossing the site was seen as a
constraint in 2019 when the local plan was finalised and this field was taken out of
the greenbelt. They should take into consideration that during the final stages of that
local plan, the planning inspector reduced the net developable area of the site from
23.7Ha to 10.68Ha to avoid the gas pipeline and provide a landscape buffer for the
houses along Whitechapel Rd. Although she, unfortunately, did not state in writing
exactly where this 10.68Ha should be, it is very coincidental that the area to the
North East of the site as shown in the map on the following page is exactly 10.68Ha.
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Planning Services 
PO Box B93 
Civic Centre 111 
Huddersfield 
HD1 2TG  
 
For the attention of Kate Mansell 
 
Dear Kate 
 
Objection to the Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 at Whitehall Road, 
Cleckheaton. 
Town and Country Planning Act 1990 Section 257 
 
I write in connection with the above planning application. On behalf of  

I wish to object strongly to this development 
in this location for the following reasons:- 
 

 Heritage Trail Walk in 1982 
around the Spen Valley area.  The object of planning and instigating the Heritage Trail was 
twofold.  First- to bring to the attention of the public the footpaths and byways around the 
Spen Valley so that they could be explored and the local environment enjoyed.  Secondly – 
to identify and describe the places of interest along the way and perhaps by doing so 
encourage and enhance knowledge of local heritage . A sponsored walk during 1983 was 
given the official send-off by the Bishop of Wakefield and raised some £5,100 and was to be 
repeated several times over the years which followed. The route was way-marked utilising 
established footpaths and in 1999 on receipt of a Green Tax Refund Grant ,  
financed work by Kirklees Council Countryside Unit to resurvey the route, improve the 
signage, repair stiles etc., and clear overgrown sections.  In addition a revised descriptive 
booklet was produced and became the definitive text for anyone interested in the walk.  It 
has continued to be sold to a surprisingly wide audience throughout the country especially 
since it was included in the listings of the Long-distance Footpath Association. 
 
This historical information forms the basis of an objection to a recent Planning Permission 
Application by Amazon namely :- 
 

(a) The construction of a large warehouse on arable agricultural land adjacent to and 
including the route of the Spen Valley Heritage Trail 

(b) The closure and redirection of the Heritage Trail Public Right of Way to facilitate this 
construction work 

 



The re-direction of the Public Right of Way further alongside the M62 motorway, towards 
the Spen Valley Greenway corridor culminating in a short bridle path terminating near Chain 
Bar (a hotbed of traffic congestion) would detract from the initial objectives enshrined in 
the planning of the Spen Valley Heritage Trail, not to mention possible enhanced motor 
vehicle endangerments and pollution towards pedestrians on the proposed amended walk 
route. 
 
There is a precedent to the non-approval of a not dissimilar redirection application made by 
Cleckheaton Golf Club in the 1990s to close the Public Right of Way across their course for 
safety reasons to non-golfers. That footpath starts at Whitehall Road and is directly opposite 
the link with the current Spen Valley Heritage Trail.  
 
Spen Valley is criss-crossed with over 130 miles of public footpaths and we should continue 
to maintain the quality and character of its Heritage and environment. 
 
 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
 
 

 



 

Sharon Huddleston 

Assistant Definitive Map Officer 

Kirklees Council 

Public rights of way 

PO Box 1720 

Huddersfield 

HD1 9EL 

 

 

 

Dear Sharon  

Objection to the Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 at Whitehall Road, 

Cleckheaton.  Town & Country Planning Act 1990, section 257. 

I refer to your request for preliminary comments regarding the application request you have 

received to divert the public footpath in order to implement planning application 2021/92603. I 

would like to make the following comments in supporting my objection to the proposal: 

It is worth pointing out that the planning application has not been approved and so currently there is 

no requirement to divert the heritage trail (neither temporarily nor permanently). 

I have studied the application in detail and am deeply concerned that the diversion is showing no 

respect for the history of this footpath, this footpath can be found on the earliest Ordnance Survey 

Map dating back to 1854, when the path was no doubt used for workers attending Whitehcapel 

Church and the pub now known as The Priory.   

During the year 2000 Cleckheaton & District Rotary Club launched a Millennium project to celebrate 

the architectural and cultural legacy of the woollen trade and the later industrial revolution. The 

Heritage Trail in a 21-mile circular walking trail around Spen Valley, it takes in many villages and 

buildings all of which celebrate the areas vast and beautiful countryside.   

This stretch of the Heritage Trail is no different, having spent many years enjoying this walk I feel I 

am well and truly qualified to talk about the many wonderful thing’s walkers regularly experience 

and enjoy whilst following this section.  From joining on Whitechapel Road, one has to accept that 

for a stretch you have to endure the noise and pollution from the M62. Walking groups accept that 

conversations are difficult for this stretch of the footpath, however very quickly after the trial diverts 

between the middle of the agricultural land the noise levels dissipate and walkers can very quickly 

find themselves enjoying peace and tranquillity and far reaching views across the valley. When 

reaching the kink in the footpath you could be forgiven to think you have been transported to the 

middle of the Yorkshire Dales or somewhere equally as beautiful.  I have on numerous occasions 

seen wild deer wandering through the field and I take great joy from the sight of the Geese who can 

be found breaking their journey south each year in the fields, they rest here for days enjoying the 

food on offer and using the time to practice flights prior to the next stage in their annual migration. 

It is truly a magnificent sight and one which I am deeply saddened to think will cease to be a source 

of great joy for many in the area should this application and the application to build the truly awful 

monstrosity on this site be approved. 

25th July 2022 



I have read with great interest paragraph 100 of the NPPF states: “Planning policies and decisions 

should protect and enhance public rights of way and access, including taking opportunities to 

provide better facilities for users, for example by adding links to existing rights of way networks 

including National Trails.” 

In short, any diversion must not inconvenience the public or detract from their enjoyment. 

The plans to relocate this footpath resulting in users having to walk along the hard shoulder of the 

M62 and the A58 for the whole journey, finding themselves trapped between the motorway and a 

huge, towering warehouse including a retaining wall. The applicant can never claim to not 

inconvenience the public nor can they claim to enhance what we currently enjoy.  The resulting 

diversion will mean any members of the public using this footpath will do so in silence as the noise 

levels will be so high that any person attempting a conversation will have to do so whilst shouting, 

completely destroying the pleasure and enjoyment.  There will be no far-reaching views, instead it 

will be completely closed in and surrounded by noise and pollution from the M62 or the A58 on one 

side and noise and pollution on the other from the service yard of the proposed development. The 

final section of the diversion will see walkers at the entrance /exit for the development, a new 

junction constructed to entirely aid vehicle movements in and out of the proposed development and 

certainly not to provide any improvement for local people or those drivers who frequently use this 

section of the A58 (incidentally aside the M62 & M606 probably the busiest road leading to and from 

Chain Bar roundabout). 

Leading on to paragraph 112 of the NPPF, this states: “Within this context, applications for 

development should c) create places that are safe, secure and attractive – which minimise the 

scope for conflicts between pedestrians, cyclists and vehicles.” 

It is clear the diversion will create an ideal location for anti-social behaviour, linking it to the Spen 

Valley Greenway will in fact provide a perfect escape route for criminals. It will be completely out of 

sight and any attempt to attract attention by shouting will be a waste of time since no one will see or 

hear. Sections 17 of the Crime and Disorder Action places a duty of care on local authorities to 

exercise their functions with due regards to likely effect on crime and disorder and the need to do all 

that the authority can reasonably do to prevent crime and disorder. I urge you to consider this fact 

when reviewing this application. 

The proposed development fails to protect and enhance public rights of way, or ensure conflicts 

between pedestrians, cyclists and vehicles have been considered and minimised, and should 

therefore be refused in accordance with NPPF Paragraph’s 100 and 112. 

The current footpath is an undeveloped natural pathway that has existed for nearly 200 years (that 

we know of), it has been well trodden by our ancestors, hence why it is rightly received heritage trail 

status. It should be protected from development, we should celebrate the historical links and not 

allow any wanted disregard and disruption to simply facilitate a mega shed that does not belong in 

this area. 

Walking along the existing footpath we enjoy many varieties of flora and fauna, the established 

hedge line includes hawthorn, holly and blackberry brambles providing natural food for the many 

species of wildlife found along the way. By creating a uniform man-made artificial path, the applicant 

is ensuring that this diversity and wildlife will be wiped out.  

I also strongly reject the claim made by the applicant of any public benefit with the proposed 

creation of an additional footpath and cycle route down the western side of the proposed 









Objection to the Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 at 

Whitehall Road, Cleckheaton.  Town & Country Planning Act 1990, section 257 

 

I am writing to object to the proposed diversion of part of the Spen Way Heritage 

trail.  I live in  and use the current footpath to take exercise and enjoy the 

peacefulness and the views.  The proposed diversion will take away all enjoyment 

from this path, for the following reasons: 

 

Noise and Air Pollution: 

The diverted path takes a much longer route alongside the M62 and will therefore 

be very noisy and polluted.  The proposed additional new path through the 

Amazon site will encounter a large number of HGVs and the noise and air 

pollution that they create.  Neither of these will be attractive to use and will be a 

complete change from the current path.  It is unclear how pedestrians will 

navigate crossing the A58 which will become even more dangerous with the 

increase in traffic to the Amazon site. 

 

Length and construction of path: 

The diverted path would be a longer route and would for a large part be ‘trapped’ 

between the M62 fencing and a large fence around the Amazon warehouse.  This 

would be very unpleasant and claustrophobic to walk along, with nowhere to step 

out of the way if horses, cyclists, dog walkers etc were approaching.  600 metres 

is a very long way to walk along an enclosed path with no one able to see onto 

the path and no one able to hear you due to the noise of the motorway and the 

Amazon site.  

The tarmac construction of the path would completely take away any biodiversity 

and there would be no flora or fauna to look at.  Again, this is a complete change 

from the current path which crosses a large field and follows a hedgerow.  

At the moment the site allows wildlife to cross from the fields and lanes south of 

Whitechapel road to the golf course, fields and greenway north of the A58.  This 

green route would be eradicated and wildlife would be unable to travel safely 

through the area.  We have seen deer in the fields around the current footpath.  

Currently the PROW enjoys far reaching views across the valley, and these would 

be lost completely. 



 

 

Planning guidelines: 

NPPF Paragraph 100 states: “Planning policies and decisions should protect and 

enhance public rights of way and access, including taking opportunities to provide 

better facilities for users”.  The proposed diversion to the PROW does none of 

this. 

Development of the site with a mixture of smaller units, incorporating green 

spaces and water features would allow a pleasant PROW to be retained, and 

should be the option followed by Kirklees Council. 

 

 

I trust that my objection will be taken into consideration as I am very concerned 

and upset about the proposed change to the PROW. 
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buffer and developable area, and any adjustments which are necessary to the site boundary in the 
southeastern corner adjoining land not within the Green Belt. Subject to the aforementioned 
modifications the proposal is soundly based.” 
  
So there really is no ambiguity in this paragraph. It clearly states that the net developable area 
should be reduced and the indicative capacity should be reduced, and the actual details of size 
were implemented through the series of Main Modifications. The paragraph states that the 
capacity is indicative, but there is absolutely no reference to indicative as regards the net 
developable area. Therefore, the net developable area must therefore be finite and fixed and not 
indicative.  
  
Furthermore this paragraph states that the Masterplanning process will provide an opportunity to 
finalise the precise position of the landscape buffer and developable area – however does not 
state that it provides the opportunity to adjust the size of the developable area.  
 
The Main Modifications to ES6 were required by the Inspectors in order to avoid making the plan 
unsound and/or not legally compliant with planning law and policy.  
 
I find it incomprehensible that such an interpretation of the local plan could be made when it is 
abundantly clear the planning inspector rejected the original masterplan to develop the whole site 
and also decreased the net developable area to a precise figure of 10.68 hectares. 
 
The plain and simple fact is that if the planned development complies with the intended 10.68 
hectares of developable area then the footpath would only require a minor diversion. 
 
 
Public right of way 

1. Enjoyment factor. 
 
The current footpath, apart from an initial 50 metre section at Whitechapel Road, crosses open 
fields and offers wide ranging views of the surrounding areas. The diversion of the PROW will 
move the path to run between the proposed warehouse and the M62 motorway. Users will be 
subjected to increased traffic noise not only from the motorway but also the service road within the 
warehouse development, where there will be constant HGV movements. 
 
The PROW will have no views whatsoever, and will be, due its “closed in” appearance, be 
uninviting and dark. This will increase the risk of anti social behaviour and be a further detriment to 
its use by members of the public.  
 
    2. Increased distance of the walk. 
 
The diversion substantially increases the length of the PROW. It also introduces a significant 
length of the walk along side the A58 Whitechapel Road at the Northside of the site. Due to the 
operational nature of the warehouse, there will be a massive increase of HGV’s using this road to 
enter the site.  
 
The destruction of the enjoyment of the walk along with the significant increase in the length 
alongside the M62 and the A58 will make this new diverted PROW totally unattractive and in effect 
will render it unusable.  
 
The planned diversion of the PROW will place the new path adjacent to the M62 motorway for a 
distance of over 600 metres. This is a major increase in the length of the existing PROW. Users 
will also be subjected to a substantial increase in levels of traffic noise and air pollution. In addition 
to this, the PROW will be sandwiched between the proposed warehouse and the M62 motorway. 
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     3. Health and wellbeing 
 
It cannot be disputed that the planned diversion of the PROW will subject any user to increased 
noise and air pollution. This section of the Spen Heritage trail provides the opportunity to 
experience a country walk with minimal disruption of traffic. the open space and long distance 
views currently make the walk enjoyable and relaxing. The diversion will destroy all this and 
destroy the heritage trail. 
 
     4. National Planning Policy Framework paragraph 100. 
 
“Planning policies and decisions should protect and enhance public rights of way and access, 
including taking opportunities to provide better facilities for users, for example by adding links to 
existing rights of way networks including National Trails.” 
 
The planned diversion in no way protects or enhances the PROW. It actually does the opposite. It 
destroys the enjoyment factor. It significantly increases the distance walked and it subjects the 
user to unacceptable levels of air and noise pollution. 
 
     Conclusion 
 
This application has been made on the back of planning application 2021/62/92603/E, which is in 
conflict with the Kirklees Local Plan designation for this site. The application has been made as a 
result of the Kirklees head of planning, making his own interpretation of the Planning Inspectors 
modification of the site. This planning application far exceeds the net developable area allocated 
by the Planning Inspector. Therefore, it is open to legal challenge and could be deemed illegal in 
any future legal action. 
 
The enjoyment factor of this section of the Spen heritage trail will be lost forever. in its place will 
be a section of PROW that will be uninviting, unenjoyable, with increased noise and air pollution.  
 
The substantial increase in the length of the PROW taking it alongside the M62 motorway and 
then an increased distance along the A58 is a detriment to the PROW. 
 
It will also be of risk of increasing the opportunity of anti social behaviour. In effect, the changes 
will render this section of the PROW unusable and should be rejected. 
 
Yours sincerely 
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limited areas of footpath or refuge where riders could shelter or move out of the way should they find their horse 
spooked due to the volume and speed of traffic on this road.  

Option Three – The horse rider wishing to enter the bridleway at this point from Scholes village will travel along the 
A58 to the new traffic lights. Where is it proposed these horses wait whilst the traffic lights change to access the 
new “bridleway”? Again, bearing in mind the noise hazard created by the HGV’s entering and exiting the site at this 
point and the reduced narrow footpath next the roadway at this point on a blind corner! 

The suggestion that this is to become designated Bridleway is extremely dangerous for both horses, riders and other 
road users. It should not be encouraged to release horses onto this part of the A58, as a horse rider I can confidently 
state that to ride on that part of the A58 would be to take your life in your hands and would create an extreme 
hazard for other road users on a road with a 60mph and 70mph speed limit in places.  

The bend in the road, close to the main site entrance, limits the view of what is in front and many drivers travelling 
in either direction would be unable to see that they were approaching riders until the last minute. To end a 
bridleway on a busy A road when the pedestrian crossing provided leads only to a footpath which horses cannot 
access is dangerous and shows a lack of thought, local knowledge and any consideration for the safety potential 
users.  

Also by linking this proposed “bridleway” to the Spen Way with un-prohibited access/no holding area at the A58 
there is a further risk that should a rider come off a horse on the Spen Way, which is regularly used by horse riders, a 
loose horse could run directly onto the A58 and Chain Bar.  

I am in no doubt that the use of this part of the pathway as bridleway would create a foreseeable danger to the both 
pedestrians, horse riders and road users and should be avoided at all costs. 

  

2. Proposal removes all enjoyment for users – Increased Length, Noise and Air Pollution 

The proposed diversion route is to be 369.96m longer than the existing footpath, this will undoubtedly make the 
pathway less desirable and a more strenuous journey to arrive at the same destination.  

The proposed route of the new footpath effectively moves the majority of the pathway adjacent to the hard 
shoulder of the M62. The proposal also includes a retaining wall between the development and pathway along the 
eastern part of the proposed development site.  

The path currently runs through the centre of the land and the noise from the motorway subsides after only a few 
meters from the entrance on Whitechapel Road. All users will therefore be subject to increased noise pollution, 
which will be exacerbated further by sound bouncing back off the retaining wall proposed.  
  
The proposed pathway would be subject to higher levels of noise from both the HGV loading bays at the 
development and the Motorway/Roads. The below extract from the applicants noise report confirms the highest 
levels of noise using red colouring. You can therefore see from the applicants own noise submission that the 
suggested relocation of the path will increase noise levels substantially and in turn decrease the enjoyment and use 
of the pathway substantially, due to the members of the public not wishing to be subject to this amount of noise 
whilst taking exercise in their area. 
  
Please note also that the reliability of the noise modelling and noise submission by the applicant is currently in 
question as the report submitted appears to omit the noise pollution created by the HGV loading areas, therefore 
the below exert should be taken as a best case scenario. A revised noise report is expected to address these issues 
but has not yet been submitted by the applicant, the results of which would be expected to show further noise 
increase in the area of the proposed pathway from the internal HGV loading bays. 
  
Noise Pollution Extract 
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The proposed route of the diversion means users will also be subject to increased air pollution from the motorway 
and A58, which are regularly at a standstill due to local infrastructure and traffic network problems. Below is an 
extract from the Air Pollution Assessment submitted by the applicant, which clearly shows that the path is being 
diverted towards the areas of the site which are subject to the highest air pollution. Air pollution is harmful to public 
health, children’s brain development and can cause death. The path if moved as proposed would cause users 
increased risk of air pollution whilst using the path and reduce enjoyment due to the odour from traffic fumes from 
the M62, A58 and the sites HGV loading area, which is also located next to the diverted footpath. 
  
No reasonable person would wish nor encourage anyone else to take a walk down the hard shoulder of the M62 for 
enjoyment or pleasure, however the applicant is suggesting this diversion be viewed as an overall benefit and 
upgrade to this part of the Heritage Trail. Clearly, this is not the case and the proposed diversion is of no benefit 
whatsoever. 
  
Air Pollution Extract 
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3. Personal Safety of Users 

The added length of the proposed pathway diversion together with the height, density and scale of the proposed 
development and the addition of a retaining wall adjacent to the pathway along the eastern boundary create a 
hazard to users personal safety. The current pathway leads through the middle of an open field, should a user come 
across a danger or attacker they could scream (and stand a chance of being heard by local residents/cemetery 
visitors) and run in several different directions to escape danger.  

The proposed diversion creates a pathway enclosed by fencing to one side and a retaining wall to the other in an 
area of the proposed development site where noise pollution is at its highest. If a person were to scream or shout 
for help they would not be heard above the traffic and loading bay noise. To escape on foot the user would be 
subject to running the rest of this 837.42m long path to try attract attention/seek help. Additionally, there are no 
houses near the proposed diversion exit at the A58. This is therefore a huge personal safety hazard for users of the 
proposed diverted pathway.  

Furthermore, the fact that this proposed pathway diversion is to be enclosed by a high retaining wall creates a large 
area which could attract antisocial behavior. The proposed pathway and users of it will no longer be in view of local 
houses, users of the cemetery or users of the A58. The proposal creates a long, enclosed and isolated walkway out 
of view from roadways, houses and cemetery visitors for most of its 837.42m length, which would undoubtedly be 
more dangerous and undesirable for users than the existing footpath.    

4. Creation of additional pedestrian and cycle route 

I strongly reject the claim made by the applicant that there is any public benefit of the proposed creation of an 
additional footpath and cycle route down the western side of the proposed development site. The proposed route is 
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shown in a broken red line on the plan below and will be adjacent to the internal spine road of the proposed 
development.  

The applicant’s proposed development includes the implementation of a one-way system within the development 
and claims the creation of 2500 FTE jobs at this site. All staff traffic entering or leaving the site will therefore travel 
down this spine road including an estimated 44 HGV’s arriving/leaving each hour.  

The topography of the site and gradients of the proposed spine road mean that HGV’s will be required to apply their 
brakes several times along this stretch of spine road leading down towards the traffic lights at the A58.  

Brake dust is a major component of air pollution, contributing up to 20% of traffic-related particles therefore users 
of the new “footpath and cycleway” will be subjected to harmful noise and air pollution when using the proposed 
route. Again, the current air pollution submission also fails to address the increase in air pollution within the 
development site and a further submission is expected following comments from Environmental Health.  

The crossing half way down the proposed new pedestrian and cycle route creates yet another additional braking 
point for HGVs and other vehicles. It is unclear from the proposal whether this crossing or the crossing of the staff 
car park is safe. I can see no detail as to whether these crossings will be zebra crossing or pelican crossing. It is 
extremely concerning that the crossing is so close to the entrance/exist of the staff car park. Further, for the safety 
of pedestrians and cyclists a pelican crossing should be installed at both crossings within the proposed development 
site, but particularly on the main internal roadway as this will be heavily used by all HGVs and staff traffic due to the 
proposed one-way system the internal roadways of the proposed development for HGV’s.  

It is therefore not of public benefit that new pedestrian and cycle routes are knowingly placed in areas which will be 
subjected to large amounts of noise and air pollution and in particular particulate matter from large numbers of 
braking HGV vehicles. 

Furthermore, at the exit of this new pedestrian and cycle route at the A58 it is unclear whether the crossing at the 
HGV entrance spine road is a safe crossing. For the safety of users, it should be a pelican crossing, at the very least, 
due to the size and number of vehicles using this internal roadway. Again, this creates a further pollution hotspot 
where HGV’s are required to brake unnecessarily because of the poor design of this proposal. 

Any suggestion that this new path creates any kind of mitigation for the proposed increased length, pollution and 
enclosure of the existing path should be rejected as is simply not. Both the new and existing diverted path would be 
unenjoyable to walk increasing the danger, hazards and pollution users would be exposed to.  

 
  

5. Degradation of the Spen Way Heritage Trail 

Spen Way Heritage Trail is a 21 mile circular walking trail around Spen Valley West Yorkshire through countryside, 
parkland and urban roads. It passes through the surrounding villages of Roberttown, Hartshead, Clifton, Scholes, 
Oakenshaw, Hunsworth, Birkenshaw and Gomersal. It highlights the architectural and cultural legacy of the woollen 
trade and the later industrial revolution. It includes fine yeomen's houses, churches, pubs, Luddite and Quaker sites, 
and Charlotte Bronte's friends' houses, which later featured in her novels. The part of the pathway subject to the 
proposed diversion currently has open view of the valley so walkers can identify landmarks and view the areas of 
mining history to get a real feel of the character of the area both past and present. 

This proposed diversion and height, density and size of the proposed warehouse will discourage and remove the 
enjoyment of walking the parts of the Heritage Trail that cross through Scholes. This trail is regularly walked by 



6

members of the public, rambling groups and schools as part of the Duke of Edinburgh Award practice. The proposal 
to increase the length of this section of the Heritage Trail by 369.96m, together with enclosing the path and 
diverting it to the edge of the motorway removes all enjoyment of its use and creates increased risk to users 
personal safety.  

At local plan examination stage, the Inspector required this footpath be named as a constraint and reduced the net 
developable area of the proposed development site to 10.68 hectares, with an indicative capacity of 38,380 sq.m for 
future development. It should be noted that the land within the site which is to the north of the footpath is 
approximately 10.68 hectares. 

The applicant has not shown any proper justification for requiring a 265,000 sq m warehouse which is 226,620 sq.m 
over the indicative capacity recommended for this site by the Inspector in the local plan examination. The only 
comment made by the applicant in relation to this is in the design and access statement, which states “The scale has 
been driven by market requirements.” This cannot be seen as justification or need as it is simply a statement in 
relation to desire. 

  

6. Planning Consultant’s Advice  

As part of the planning permission residents have taken the advice of  and his advice is lodged as a 
formal objection against the planning permission. His comments regarding the footpaths are below and should be 
considered as part of my objection raised to the diversion of this footpath. 

“The public footpath running broadly north to south across the centre of the site, also serving as the Spen Valley 
Heritage Trail, would be effectively removed and a large section diverted by the proposed development. The degree 
of diversion would be extremely inconvenient for users and it must also be remembered that the form of 
development envisaged for the site at the Local Plan stage, involving a number of smaller business units on the site, 
would have enabled this public footpath to be retained. As such, it is again not a fait accompli that this longstanding 
public footpath needs to be removed to make way for employment development on this site. The current views of 
rural countryside on the Spen Valley Heritage Trail would be replaced by views of imposing and incongruous gabion 
wall baskets and the oppressive and incongruous warehouse building beyond. 

Local residents are also gravely concerned that the northern crossing point on Whitehall Road will essentially be at 
the extremely busy proposed HGV access and no regard appears to have been given to the safety and convenience of 
pedestrians using the (diverted) footpath. NPPF paragraph 112 states: “Within this context, applications for 
development should c) create places that are safe, secure and attractive – which minimise the scope for conflicts 
between pedestrians, cyclists and vehicles.”” 

  

Finally, I would reiterate, Planning permission has not been granted in connection with proposed development and 
it has not been shown that diversion of the footpath is necessary to develop this land in accordance with this site 
allocation in Kirklees Local Plan as employment land.  

Please acknowledge safe receipt of this objection by replying to this email. 

Kind regards  
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limited areas of footpath or refuge where riders could shelter or move out of the way should they find their horse 
spooked due to the volume and speed of traffic on this road.  

Option Three – The horse rider wishing to enter the bridleway at this point from Scholes village will travel along the 
A58 to the new traffic lights. Where is it proposed these horses wait whilst the traffic lights change to access the 
new “bridleway”? Again, bearing in mind the noise hazard created by the HGV’s entering and exiting the site at this 
point and the reduced narrow footpath next the roadway at this point on a blind corner! 

The suggestion that this is to become designated Bridleway is extremely dangerous for both horses, riders and 
other road users. It should not be encouraged to release horses onto this part of the A58, as a horse rider I can 
confidently state that to ride on that part of the A58 would be to take your life in your hands and would create an 
extreme hazard for other road users on a road with a 60mph and 70mph speed limit in places.  

The bend in the road, close to the main site entrance, limits the view of what is in front and many drivers travelling 
in either direction would be unable to see that they were approaching riders until the last minute. To end a 
bridleway on a busy A road when the pedestrian crossing provided leads only to a footpath which horses cannot 
access is dangerous and shows a lack of thought, local knowledge and any consideration for the safety potential 
users.  

Also by linking this proposed “bridleway” to the Spen Way with un-prohibited access/no holding area at the A58 
there is a further risk that should a rider come off a horse on the Spen Way, which is regularly used by horse riders, 
a loose horse could run directly onto the A58 and Chain Bar.  

I am in no doubt that the use of this part of the pathway as bridleway would create a foreseeable danger to the 
both pedestrians, horse riders and road users and should be avoided at all costs. 

  

2. Proposal removes all enjoyment for users – Increased Length, Noise and Air Pollution 

The proposed diversion route is to be 369.96m longer than the existing footpath, this will undoubtedly make the 
pathway less desirable and a more strenuous journey to arrive at the same destination.  

The proposed route of the new footpath effectively moves the majority of the pathway adjacent to the hard 
shoulder of the M62. The proposal also includes a retaining wall between the development and pathway along the 
eastern part of the proposed development site.  

The path currently runs through the centre of the land and the noise from the motorway subsides after only a few 
meters from the entrance on Whitechapel Road. All users will therefore be subject to increased noise pollution, 
which will be exacerbated further by sound bouncing back off the retaining wall proposed.  
  
The proposed pathway would be subject to higher levels of noise from both the HGV loading bays at the 
development and the Motorway/Roads. The below extract from the applicants noise report confirms the highest 
levels of noise using red colouring. You can therefore see from the applicants own noise submission that the 
suggested relocation of the path will increase noise levels substantially and in turn decrease the enjoyment and use 
of the pathway substantially, due to the members of the public not wishing to be subject to this amount of noise 
whilst taking exercise in their area. 
  
Please note also that the reliability of the noise modelling and noise submission by the applicant is currently in 
question as the report submitted appears to omit the noise pollution created by the HGV loading areas, therefore 
the below exert should be taken as a best case scenario. A revised noise report is expected to address these issues 
but has not yet been submitted by the applicant, the results of which would be expected to show further noise 
increase in the area of the proposed pathway from the internal HGV loading bays. 
  
Noise Pollution Extract 
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The proposed route of the diversion means users will also be subject to increased air pollution from the motorway 
and A58, which are regularly at a standstill due to local infrastructure and traffic network problems. Below is an 
extract from the Air Pollution Assessment submitted by the applicant, which clearly shows that the path is being 
diverted towards the areas of the site which are subject to the highest air pollution. Air pollution is harmful to 
public health, children’s brain development and can cause death. The path if moved as proposed would cause users 
increased risk of air pollution whilst using the path and reduce enjoyment due to the odour from traffic fumes from 
the M62, A58 and the sites HGV loading area, which is also located next to the diverted footpath. 
  
No reasonable person would wish nor encourage anyone else to take a walk down the hard shoulder of the M62 
for enjoyment or pleasure, however the applicant is suggesting this diversion be viewed as an overall benefit and 
upgrade to this part of the Heritage Trail. Clearly, this is not the case and the proposed diversion is of no benefit 
whatsoever. 
  
Air Pollution Extract 
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3. Personal Safety of Users 

The added length of the proposed pathway diversion together with the height, density and scale of the proposed 
development and the addition of a retaining wall adjacent to the pathway along the eastern boundary create a 
hazard to users personal safety. The current pathway leads through the middle of an open field, should a user 
come across a danger or attacker they could scream (and stand a chance of being heard by local 
residents/cemetery visitors) and run in several different directions to escape danger.  

The proposed diversion creates a pathway enclosed by fencing to one side and a retaining wall to the other in an 
area of the proposed development site where noise pollution is at its highest. If a person were to scream or shout 
for help they would not be heard above the traffic and loading bay noise. To escape on foot the user would be 
subject to running the rest of this 837.42m long path to try attract attention/seek help. Additionally, there are no 
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houses near the proposed diversion exit at the A58. This is therefore a huge personal safety hazard for users of the 
proposed diverted pathway.  

Furthermore, the fact that this proposed pathway diversion is to be enclosed by a high retaining wall creates a 
large area which could attract antisocial behavior. The proposed pathway and users of it will no longer be in view of 
local houses, users of the cemetery or users of the A58. The proposal creates a long, enclosed and isolated walkway 
out of view from roadways, houses and cemetery visitors for most of its 837.42m length, which would undoubtedly 
be more dangerous and undesirable for users than the existing footpath.    

4. Creation of additional pedestrian and cycle route 

I strongly reject the claim made by the applicant that there is any public benefit of the proposed creation of an 
additional footpath and cycle route down the western side of the proposed development site. The proposed route 
is shown in a broken red line on the plan below and will be adjacent to the internal spine road of the proposed 
development.  

The applicant’s proposed development includes the implementation of a one-way system within the development 
and claims the creation of 2500 FTE jobs at this site. All staff traffic entering or leaving the site will therefore travel 
down this spine road including an estimated 44 HGV’s arriving/leaving each hour.  

The topography of the site and gradients of the proposed spine road mean that HGV’s will be required to apply 
their brakes several times along this stretch of spine road leading down towards the traffic lights at the A58.  

Brake dust is a major component of air pollution, contributing up to 20% of traffic-related particles therefore 
users of the new “footpath and cycleway” will be subjected to harmful noise and air pollution when using the 
proposed route. Again, the current air pollution submission also fails to address the increase in air pollution within 
the development site and a further submission is expected following comments from Environmental Health.  

The crossing half way down the proposed new pedestrian and cycle route creates yet another additional braking 
point for HGVs and other vehicles. It is unclear from the proposal whether this crossing or the crossing of the staff 
car park is safe. I can see no detail as to whether these crossings will be zebra crossing or pelican crossing. It is 
extremely concerning that the crossing is so close to the entrance/exist of the staff car park. Further, for the safety 
of pedestrians and cyclists a pelican crossing should be installed at both crossings within the proposed 
development site, but particularly on the main internal roadway as this will be heavily used by all HGVs and staff 
traffic due to the proposed one-way system the internal roadways of the proposed development for HGV’s.  

It is therefore not of public benefit that new pedestrian and cycle routes are knowingly placed in areas which will 
be subjected to large amounts of noise and air pollution and in particular particulate matter from large numbers of 
braking HGV vehicles. 

Furthermore, at the exit of this new pedestrian and cycle route at the A58 it is unclear whether the crossing at the 
HGV entrance spine road is a safe crossing. For the safety of users, it should be a pelican crossing, at the very least, 
due to the size and number of vehicles using this internal roadway. Again, this creates a further pollution hotspot 
where HGV’s are required to brake unnecessarily because of the poor design of this proposal. 

Any suggestion that this new path creates any kind of mitigation for the proposed increased length, pollution and 
enclosure of the existing path should be rejected as is simply not. Both the new and existing diverted path would 
be unenjoyable to walk increasing the danger, hazards and pollution users would be exposed to.  
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5. Degradation of the Spen Way Heritage Trail 

Spen Way Heritage Trail is a 21 mile circular walking trail around Spen Valley West Yorkshire through countryside, 
parkland and urban roads. It passes through the surrounding villages of Roberttown, Hartshead, Clifton, Scholes, 
Oakenshaw, Hunsworth, Birkenshaw and Gomersal. It highlights the architectural and cultural legacy of the woollen 
trade and the later industrial revolution. It includes fine yeomen's houses, churches, pubs, Luddite and Quaker 
sites, and Charlotte Bronte's friends' houses, which later featured in her novels. The part of the pathway subject to 
the proposed diversion currently has open view of the valley so walkers can identify landmarks and view the areas 
of mining history to get a real feel of the character of the area both past and present. 

This proposed diversion and height, density and size of the proposed warehouse will discourage and remove the 
enjoyment of walking the parts of the Heritage Trail that cross through Scholes. This trail is regularly walked by 
members of the public, rambling groups and schools as part of the Duke of Edinburgh Award practice. The proposal 
to increase the length of this section of the Heritage Trail by 369.96m, together with enclosing the path and 
diverting it to the edge of the motorway removes all enjoyment of its use and creates increased risk to users 
personal safety.  

At local plan examination stage, the Inspector required this footpath be named as a constraint and reduced the net 
developable area of the proposed development site to 10.68 hectares, with an indicative capacity of 38,380 sq.m 
for future development. It should be noted that the land within the site which is to the north of the footpath is 
approximately 10.68 hectares. 

The applicant has not shown any proper justification for requiring a 265,000 sq m warehouse which is 226,620 sq.m 
over the indicative capacity recommended for this site by the Inspector in the local plan examination. The only 
comment made by the applicant in relation to this is in the design and access statement, which states “The scale 
has been driven by market requirements.” This cannot be seen as justification or need as it is simply a statement in 
relation to desire. 

  

6. Planning Consultant’s Advice  

As part of the planning permission residents have taken the advice of  and his advice is lodged as a 
formal objection against the planning permission. His comments regarding the footpaths are below and should be 
considered as part of my objection raised to the diversion of this footpath. 

“The public footpath running broadly north to south across the centre of the site, also serving as the Spen Valley 
Heritage Trail, would be effectively removed and a large section diverted by the proposed development. The degree 
of diversion would be extremely inconvenient for users and it must also be remembered that the form of 
development envisaged for the site at the Local Plan stage, involving a number of smaller business units on the site, 
would have enabled this public footpath to be retained. As such, it is again not a fait accompli that this 
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longstanding public footpath needs to be removed to make way for employment development on this site. The 
current views of rural countryside on the Spen Valley Heritage Trail would be replaced by views of imposing and 
incongruous gabion wall baskets and the oppressive and incongruous warehouse building beyond. 

Local residents are also gravely concerned that the northern crossing point on Whitehall Road will essentially be at 
the extremely busy proposed HGV access and no regard appears to have been given to the safety and convenience 
of pedestrians using the (diverted) footpath. NPPF paragraph 112 states: “Within this context, applications for 
development should c) create places that are safe, secure and attractive – which minimise the scope for conflicts 
between pedestrians, cyclists and vehicles.”” 

  

Finally, I would reiterate, Planning permission has not been granted in connection with proposed development and 
it has not been shown that diversion of the footpath is necessary to develop this land in accordance with this site 
allocation in Kirklees Local Plan as employment land.  

Please acknowledge safe receipt of this objection by replying to this email. 

Kind regards  
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2. All walkers would be subjected to increased noise pollution if the proposed diversion is allowed to happen 
as it moves the path from the centre of the land to the edge adjacent to the motorway.  The first few metres 
of the path are already extremely noisy due to the closeness to the motorway and a retaining wall at nearby 
residential homes but this noise level drops substantially as you progress over the footpath and through the 
field.  The proposed diversion would result in the entire pathway being subject to higher levels of noise from 
both the HGV loading bays and the motorway/roadways. The below extract from the applicant’s noise 
report confirms the highest levels of noise using red colouring below. You can see from the applicants own 
noise submission that the suggested relocation of the path will increase noise levels substantially and in turn 
decrease the enjoyment and use of the pathway substantially due to the members of the public not wishing 
to be subjected to this amount of noise whilst taking exercise in their area. 
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3. The resulting removal of biodiversity and wildlife corridor by the proposed use of a tarmac surface is an 
absolute travesty.  The proposed surface type, contained within the planning application and traffic report 
submitted by the applicant, does nothing to mitigate or provide an alternative to the footpath which 
currently provides a corridor for local wildlife. The enjoyment of walking in a rural setting on a soft natural 
surface will be completely removed. With it the biodiversity will be removed, no worms, bugs, spiders can 
permeate or be provided a habitat by a tarmac surface. A full retaining wall is proposed between the 
gigantic warehouse and footpath which makes no attempt to provide small breaks in the connection to the 
ground to allow for wildlife to move freely between the green and open space of Scholes and Cleckheaton 
Golf Club and the green fields adjacent to the A58. It is proven that the use of tarmac surfaces lead to 
habitat loss, and increase habitat fragmentation yet this appears to be the surface of choice but brings no 
benefits to the local area. 

4. The proposed diversion route is much longer, in fact 837.42m as opposed to 467.46m. That’s 369.96m 
longer to arrive at the same destination. This will automatically mean the walk is a more strenuous journey 
and therefore may restrict those who are able to access it – surely in an age of wanting to increase the 
number of people who exercise in an attempt to tackle obesity then this is a very negative move.  

5. This footpath forms part of the Spen Way Heritage Trail which is a 21 mile circular walking trail around Spen 
Valley, West Yorkshire through countryside, parkland and urban roads. It passes through the surrounding 
villages of Roberttown, Hartshead, Clifton, Scholes, Oakenshaw, Hunsworth, Birkenshaw and Gomersal. It 
highlights the architectural and cultural legacy of the woollen trade and the later industrial revolution. It 
includes fine yeomen's houses, churches, pubs, Luddite and Quaker sites, and Charlotte Bronte's friends' 
houses, which later featured in her novels.  I strongly believe that this proposal will discourage and remove 
the enjoyment of walking the parts of the Heritage Trail that cross through Scholes. This trail is regularly 
walked by members of the public, rambling groups and schools as part of the Duke of Edinburgh Award 
Scheme. The proposal to wall the path in at the edge of the motorway removes all enjoyment of its use due 
to the added exposure to high levels of air pollution, noise and the loss of view of the surrounding 
countryside and valleys cause by the monstrous 23 meter high warehouse proposed at this site. The 
inspector names this footpath as a constraint and reduced the developable area of the site to 10.68 hectres, 
with an indicative capacity of 38,380 sq.m. If the developable area and the inspector’s comments were 
being respected and followed there would be no need for total removal of all enjoyment of the footpath nor 
for the repositioning of the footpath to increase negative health impact on users.  Further, the applicant has 
not shown any proper justification for requiring a building 265,000 sq m warehouse which is 226,620 sq.m 
over the indicative capacity recommended for this site by the inspector. The only comment by the applicant 
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in relation to this is in the design and access statement which states “The scale has been driven by market 
requirements.” This cannot be seen as justification or need as it is simply a statement in relation to desire. 
The applicant has also failed to show any evidence that they have considered whether a reduction in size 
and footprint of this development could still provide similar employment benefits whilst reducing the 
negative aspects of the plan.  

6. The proposed diversion to the Spen Heritage Trail will create an ideal location for anti social behaviour, 
making a 600 metre stretch of footpath out of public view.  The fact that there would be a 600 metre 
sheltered footpath, with a motorway on one side & a massive warehouse development on the other, with 
the only exits being on Whitechapel Rd or the A58 would also greatly reduce safety and severely restrict the 
number of people who would feel happy to walk along the footpath by themselves. 

In conclusion, I would like to state that as your remit is to look after the public and consider what is fair and 
balanced with regards to rights of way, that I hope you will not bow to financial or political pressure and will refuse 
to allow the diversion of the footpath.  It would be an extremely negative move to allow the footpath to be diverted 
and the impact would be extremely detrimental on the environment, bio diversity and the quality of experience for 
walkers.   

I hope that you will fairly consider the points raised in  my objection. 

 

Kind regards, 
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2. All walkers would be subjected to increased noise pollution if the proposed diversion is allowed to 

happen as it moves the path from the centre of the land to the edge adjacent to the 
motorway.  The first few metres of the path are already extremely noisy due to the closeness to 
the motorway and a retaining wall at nearby residential homes but this noise level drops 
substantially as you progress over the footpath and through the field.  The proposed diversion 
would result in the entire pathway being subject to higher levels of noise from both the HGV 
loading bays and the motorway/roadways. The below extract from the applicant’s noise report 
confirms the highest levels of noise using red colouring below. You can see from the applicants 
own noise submission that the suggested relocation of the path will increase noise levels 
substantially and in turn decrease the enjoyment and use of the pathway substantially due to the 
members of the public not wishing to be subjected to this amount of noise whilst taking exercise in 
their area. 
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3. The resulting removal of biodiversity and wildlife corridor by the proposed use of a tarmac surface 
is an absolute travesty.  The proposed surface type, contained within the planning application and 
traffic report submitted by the applicant, does nothing to mitigate or provide an alternative to the 
footpath which currently provides a corridor for local wildlife. The enjoyment of walking in a rural 
setting on a soft natural surface will be completely removed. With it the biodiversity will be 
removed, no worms, bugs, spiders can permeate or be provided a habitat by a tarmac surface. A 
full retaining wall is proposed between the gigantic warehouse and footpath which makes no 
attempt to provide small breaks in the connection to the ground to allow for wildlife to move 
freely between the green and open space of Scholes and Cleckheaton Golf Club and the green 
fields adjacent to the A58. It is proven that the use of tarmac surfaces lead to habitat loss, and 
increase habitat fragmentation yet this appears to be the surface of choice but brings no benefits 
to the local area. 

4. The proposed diversion route is much longer, in fact 837.42m as opposed to 467.46m. That’s 
369.96m longer to arrive at the same destination. This will automatically mean the walk is a more 
strenuous journey and therefore may restrict those who are able to access it – surely in an age of 
wanting to increase the number of people who exercise in an attempt to tackle obesity then this is 
a very negative move. 

5. This footpath forms part of the Spen Way Heritage Trail which is a 21 mile circular walking trail 
around Spen Valley, West Yorkshire through countryside, parkland and urban roads. It passes 
through the surrounding villages of Roberttown, Hartshead, Clifton, Scholes, Oakenshaw, 
Hunsworth, Birkenshaw and Gomersal. It highlights the architectural and cultural legacy of the 
woollen trade and the later industrial revolution. It includes fine yeomen's houses, churches, pubs, 
Luddite and Quaker sites, and Charlotte Bronte's friends' houses, which later featured in her 
novels.  I strongly believe that this proposal will discourage and remove the enjoyment of walking 
the parts of the Heritage Trail that cross through Scholes. This trail is regularly walked by members 
of the public, rambling groups and schools as part of the Duke of Edinburgh Award Scheme. The 
proposal to wall the path in at the edge of the motorway removes all enjoyment of its use due to 
the added exposure to high levels of air pollution, noise and the loss of view of the surrounding 
countryside and valleys cause by the monstrous 23 meter high warehouse proposed at this site. 
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The inspector names this footpath as a constraint and reduced the developable area of the site to 
10.68 hectres, with an indicative capacity of 38,380 sq.m. If the developable area and the 
inspector’s comments were being respected and followed there would be no need for total 
removal of all enjoyment of the footpath nor for the repositioning of the footpath to increase 
negative health impact on users.  Further, the applicant has not shown any proper justification for 
requiring a building 265,000 sq m warehouse which is 226,620 sq.m over the indicative capacity 
recommended for this site by the inspector. The only comment by the applicant in relation to this 
is in the design and access statement which states “The scale has been driven by market 
requirements.” This cannot be seen as justification or need as it is simply a statement in relation to 
desire. The applicant has also failed to show any evidence that they have considered whether a 
reduction in size and footprint of this development could still provide similar employment benefits 
whilst reducing the negative aspects of the plan.  

6. The proposed diversion to the Spen Heritage Trail will create an ideal location for anti social 
behaviour, making a 600 metre stretch of footpath out of public view.  The fact that there would 
be a 600 metre sheltered footpath, with a motorway on one side & a massive warehouse 
development on the other, with the only exits being on Whitechapel Rd or the A58 would also 
greatly reduce safety and severely restrict the number of people who would feel happy to walk 
along the footpath by themselves. 

In conclusion, I would like to state that as your remit is to look after the public and consider what is fair and 
balanced with regards to rights of way, that I hope you will not bow to financial or political pressure and 
will refuse to allow the diversion of the footpath.  It would be an extremely negative move to allow the 
footpath to be diverted and the impact would be extremely detrimental on the environment, bio diversity 
and the quality of experience for walkers.  
I hope that you will fairly consider the points raised in  my objection. 
  
Kind regards, 
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e 
The route provides a much needed boost to the well-being of people, young and old as well as a great 
educational opportunity for children of all ages to explore and learn about bio-diversity; enforcing the 
need for care in our environment. Spen Way Heritage Trail is a 21 mile circular walking trail that is 
regularly walked by members of the public, rambling groups and schools as part of the Duke of Edinburgh 
Award practice.  The Prince of Wales recently warned "the eyes of our children and grandchildren are 
judging us," as he called for rapid action against climate change, with the world teetering "on the 
brink". Every decision to erode biodiversity for Commercial gain is yet another nail in the coffee of 
future generations and every decision made to erode natural habitats, no matter or big or small, will 
affect the physical and mental well-being of future generations. 
 
The proposed diversion takes walkers directly alongside the M62 motorway, one of the busiest motorways 
in the UK, and then along the A58. The revised route offers no social and mental health-benefits, indeed it 
will destroy part of a much loved trail. The path if moved as proposed would cause people increased risk of 
air pollution whilst using the path and reduce their enjoyment due to the odour of from traffic fumes from 
the M62. The pathway will route between two high hedging’s, with a warehouse as tall as 8 double decker 
buses on one-side and the M62 on the other; providing nothing but high levels of noise and air partial 
pollution. It is well known that air pollution is harmful to public health, children’s brain development and 
can even cause death, it begs the question why would anyone want to expose their children or themselves 
to such harm? Furthermore, the planning application specifies that the proposed pathway will be man-
made, formed from chippings rolled onto tarmac which will severely inhibit any bio-diversity, the loss of 
which is absurd in this day and age. 
 
In addition, the proposed pathway presents significant risk to individual safety given there is very little 
opportunity for people to flee from any form of menace or mortal peril. I suggest, that given the seclusion 
and confined nature of the proposed pathway, the area may become a magnet for less-desirable activities 
and individuals of low morals i.e. drug-dealing and other unsavoury misdemeanours given the revised 
pathway offers an escape route for petty criminals on motor-bikes, quads and electric scooters between 
Whitechapel Road and the A58. Such a pathway would require some security and policing to mitigate 
against such wrongdoings. 
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In summary, I would take this opportunity to remind decision makers that until recently, the land in 
question was Green Belt and the route has and continues to be enjoyed as a welly-walk through open 
countryside with far-reaching views. The replacement routes are in no way similar and likely to be more 
formal in surface and located next to the most urban and noise generating features such as the M62. The 
character of the replacement route proposed is very much different and likely to discourage the many 
people who benefit from it in terms of health, exercise, mental well-being and educational opportunities. I 
believe that the proposed changes to the footpath fails to protect or enhance this public right of way and 
as such should be refused. 
 
Regards 
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Increased noise pollution 

 I walk along the current pathway to find peaceful respite and calmness from the busyness of the 
everyday.  Not only will the proposed route bring increased pollution there will be the noise from the vehicles which 
will only increase our stress as we have to shout at each other to be heard.  I do not wish to be subjected to this 
while taking my exercise. 
 
Length of the route 
This route is longer, not only does it take you along the noise and air polluted M62 it then brings you up pas the 
equally busy, noisy and polluted A58.  I don’t want this – I want to walk through green fields.  The new proposed 
crossing would be roughly where all the HGV’s for the proposed Amazon development will be entering/exiting the 
site.  There has been no though whatsoever about the safety of the public in this regard. 
 
Removal of biodiversity and wildlife corridor 
The proposed footpath is to be tarmac – a non porous material that will not absorb the rain therefore cause the 
excess rain to build up and lead to flooding elsewhere and not let wildlife permeate the surface.   It is proven that 
tarmac leads to habitat loss and brings no benefit to the area.  It will not be like the current soft natural path.  A 
retaining wall will be build preventing the movement of wildlife freely between the green open spaces of Scholes 
and Cleckheaton. 
 
Spen Valley Heritage Trail 
The current path forms part of the above.  It is ludicrous that you are proposing a heritage trail is by the side of the 
motorway as it will discourage rambling groups, walkers, DofE students to use this part of the trail.  The new 
crossing point over the A58 will be dangerous and has been ill thought out for those walkers brave enough to risk 
the proposed route. 
 
Other reasons 
NPPF paragraph 112 states: “Within this context, applications for development should c) create places that are safe, 
secure and attractive – which minimise the scope for conflicts between pedestrians, cyclists and vehicles.”.  This 
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proposal defies everything in that sentence and fails to provide safe and secure places and increases conflicts 
between pedestrians, cyclists and vehicles. 
 
NPPF Paragraph 100 states: “Planning policies and decisions should protect and enhance public rights of way and 
access, including taking opportunities to provide better facilities for users, for example by adding links to existing 
rights of way networks including National Trails.”.  Again this proposal defies everything in that sentence and fails to 
provide better facilities. 
 
Therefore, this proposal should be refused. 
 
Kind regards, 
 

 
 

 

 
 
 

 
 



From: PublicRightsofWay
To: David Smith; James Bancroft
Cc: Ian Dix
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road - 2 of 2 emails
Date: 02 September 2022 16:01:00
Attachments: prelim response letters 1 Objection_Redacted.zip

image001.jpg
image002.jpg
image003.jpg

Dear David
 
Thanks for the message.  I’ll send a further two emails splitting the longer letters we received.
 
This is email 1, with a zip containing 5 letters.
 
Regards, 
 

From: David Smith <david.smith@vectos.co.uk> 
Sent: 02 September 2022 15:45
To: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk>; James Bancroft
<james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road - 2 of
2 emails
 
 

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know
the content is safe.

 
Hi 
 
I only received the first email which had one zip file in – if you are able to re-send the second
email, that would be much appreciated.
 
Kind regards,
David
 
 

David Smith

Senior Transport Planner
‑
020 7580 7373
07874 858 897
‑

 

The Cursitor, 38 Chancery Lane
London, WC2A 1EN

 Consider the environment. Do you really need to print this email?



From: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk> 
Sent: 01 September 2022 15:12
To: David Smith <david.smith@vectos.co.uk>; James Bancroft <james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road - 2 of
2 emails
 
Hello
 
Just checking that you received two zip files, one with the redacted emails (pdfs) and one with
redacted letters?  The email was showing yesterday as undelivered due to the attachment size.  I
could split it if you haven’t received it.
 
Regards, 
 

From: PublicRightsofWay 
Sent: 31 August 2022 12:07
To: David Smith <david.smith@vectos.co.uk>; James Bancroft <james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>; @kirklees.gov.uk>; Sharon
Huddleston <Sharon.Huddleston@kirklees.gov.uk>
Subject: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road - 2 of 2
emails
 
Good morning
 
2 of 2 emails
 
As requested, please find attached a summary table of the responses we received in relation to
the recent preliminary consultation.  We adjusted the formatting, but not any spelling. There are
also two zip files containing larger emails and longer letters.  We have redacted or removed
(xxxxx) personal information.
 
Please note that response numbers 66 and 67 are the same letter.
 
Regards, 
 

 | Assistant Definitive Map Officer | Public Rights of Way
Kirklees Council | Flint Street, Fartown, Huddersfield, HD1 6LG
publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk
Public rights of way | Kirklees Council
 
 

From: David Smith <david.smith@vectos.co.uk> 
Sent: 26 August 2022 11:52
To: James Bancroft <james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk>; PublicRightsofWay
<publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road



 
 

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know
the content is safe.

 
Hi Sharon,
 
Appreciate that there is a lot of work required here, but is there any update on this please?
 
Kind regards,
David
 
 

David Smith

Senior Transport Planner
‑
020 7580 7373
07874 858 897
‑

 

The Cursitor, 38 Chancery Lane
London, WC2A 1EN

 Consider the environment. Do you really need to print this email?

From: James Bancroft <james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk> 
Sent: 11 August 2022 08:54
To: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>; David Smith <david.smith@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 
Ok, thank you Sharon.  Much appreciated.
 
Kind regards
 

From: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk> 
Sent: 11 August 2022 08:52
To: James Bancroft <james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>; David Smith <david.smith@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 
Hello
 
We are working through the requests, we have a lot of redacting to due
 

 
Sharon



 

From: James Bancroft <james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk> 
Sent: 10 August 2022 14:36
To: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>; David Smith <david.smith@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 
 

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know
the content is safe.

 
Hi Sharon,
 
I have not yet seen a response to this as yet.  Could you please come back to us please.
 
Kind regards
 

James Bancroft 

Director
‑
01392 422 315
07729 711 938
‑

 

6 Victory House, Dean Clarke Gardens
Exeter, EX2 4AA

 Consider the environment. Do you really need to print this email?

From: James Bancroft 
Sent: 05 August 2022 16:50
To: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>; David Smith <david.smith@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 
Hi Sharon,
 
Thanks for this, it is a useful overview of the objections received.
 
Could we get copies of the objections please so that we can consider how these may potentially
be overcome through design interventions.
 
Please keep Ian and David copied in as I am about to go on leave.
 
Kind regards
 

From: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk> 
Sent: 05 August 2022 16:42



To: James Bancroft <james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 
Hello
 
Please find attached a summary of the basic comments received
 
Sharon
 

From: James Bancroft <james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk> 
Sent: 01 August 2022 11:01
To: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 
 

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know
the content is safe.

 
Thanks Sharon, we will look forward to receiving the information from you in due course.
 
Kind regards
 

James Bancroft 

Director
‑
01392 422 315
07729 711 938
‑

 

6 Victory House, Dean Clarke Gardens
Exeter, EX2 4AA

 Consider the environment. Do you really need to print this email?

From: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk> 
Sent: 01 August 2022 10:52
To: James Bancroft <james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 
Hi
 
My colleague is doing a summary of the comments received and will forward this later this week
when complete
 
I spoke to Adam in highways and have agreed to share these comments with him as well

Sharon



 

From: James Bancroft <james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk> 
Sent: 01 August 2022 10:18
To: David Smith <david.smith@vectos.co.uk>; PublicRightsofWay
<publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 
 

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know
the content is safe.

 
Hi Sharon,
 
Just to add some further context here, we are currently working thorough comments from your
highways colleagues and would like to try and pick up/incorporate any updates to the PRoW at
the same time.  If you were able to forward copies of the objections that would be appreciated. 
We are happy to review the comments as they come rather than wait for a more formal report
that summarises them.
 
Kind regards
 

James Bancroft 

Director
‑
01392 422 315
07729 711 938
‑

 

6 Victory House, Dean Clarke Gardens
Exeter, EX2 4AA

 Consider the environment. Do you really need to print this email?

From: David Smith <david.smith@vectos.co.uk> 
Sent: 29 July 2022 13:06
To: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk>; James Bancroft
<james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 
Hi Sharon,
 
I understand that the consultation period has now ended so could you advise when we will get
the outcome of this will be ready please?
 
Kind regards,
David



 
 
 

From: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk> 
Sent: 22 July 2022 11:42
To: David Smith <david.smith@vectos.co.uk>; James Bancroft <james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 
Hello
 
We are not at the stage of any orders at the moment.  We are at preliminary consultation stage
and will let you have a summary of the comments received at the end of the consultation
 
 

Sharon
Assistant Definitive Map Officer
 
Public Rights of Way, PO Box 1720, Huddersfield HD1 9EL
É 01484 221000 and ask for Sharon Huddleston or ext no 74200
℮  sharon.huddleston@kirklees.gov.uk
Ẅ www.kirklees.gov.uk/rightsofway
 

 
The information contained in this e-mail, and any files transmitted with it, is confidential to the intended recipient(s). The
dissemination, distribution, copying or disclosure of this message or its contents is prohibited unless authorised by the
sender. If you receive this message in error, please immediately notify the sender and delete the message from your
system.
 
 
 

From: David Smith <david.smith@vectos.co.uk> 
Sent: 22 July 2022 11:18
To: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk>; James Bancroft
<james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 
 

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know
the content is safe.

 
Hi Sharon,
 
Thanks for this update. Could you also share a copy of the Draft Order with us as well please?
 



Kind regards,
David
 
 

David Smith

Senior Transport Planner
‑
020 7580 7373
07874 858 897
‑

 

The Cursitor, 38 Chancery Lane
London, WC2A 1EN

 Consider the environment. Do you really need to print this email?

From: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk> 
Sent: 04 July 2022 21:42
To: James Bancroft <james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 
Hello
 
Further to previous correspondence we have now commenced the preliminary diversion
consultation.  My colleagues in Highways and Planning are aware as I have been working with
them
 
Please find attached a copy of the proposal plan, reason statement on notice.  Copies of these
were placed on sit3e on Friday
 
We have undertaken a consultation with local ward members, user groups, interested parties
and Utilities.
 
I will update you further at the end of the consultation
 
I am not in the office now until next Monday, but if you would like any further information,
please contact me then on 01484 225575
 
Thanks Sharon
 

 

Website | News | Email Updates | Facebook | Twitter 



This email and any attachments are confidential. If you have received this email in error – please notify the sender immediately,
delete it from your system, and do not use, copy or disclose the information in any way. Kirklees Council monitors all emails sent or
received.



From: David Smith
To: PublicRightsofWay
Cc: Ian Dix
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road - 2 of 2 emails
Date: 09 September 2022 10:36:05
Attachments: image001.jpg

image002.jpg
image003.jpg
image107570.jpg

 

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and
know the content is safe.

Sharon, 
 
Just following up on this – would either of you be available for a meeting on Monday please?
 
Kind regards,
David
 
 

David Smith

Senior Transport Planner
‑
020 7580 7373
07874 858 897
‑
The Cursitor, 38 Chancery Lane
London, WC2A 1EN

 Consider the environment. Do you really need to print this email?

From: David Smith 
Sent: 07 September 2022 11:07
To: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk>; James Bancroft
<james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road - 2 of
2 emails
 
Good Morning Sharon and 
 

We will be in Hudderfield for a meeting with your highways colleagues on Monday 12th

September – given this, I was wondering whether it would be possible to have a meeting to
regarding the PROW as well?
 
Please let me know whether you would be available.
 
Kind regards,



David
 
 
 

From: David Smith 
Sent: 02 September 2022 16:28
To: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk>; James Bancroft
<james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road - 2 of
2 emails
 
Thanks  – both emails received.
 
Kind regards
 
 

From: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk> 
Sent: 02 September 2022 16:09
To: David Smith <david.smith@vectos.co.uk>; James Bancroft <james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road - 2 of
2 emails
 
This is email 2 with a zip containing a further 5 letters.
 

From: David Smith <david.smith@vectos.co.uk> 
Sent: 02 September 2022 15:45
To: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk>; James Bancroft
<james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road - 2 of
2 emails
 
 

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know
the content is safe.

 
Hi ,
 
I only received the first email which had one zip file in – if you are able to re-send the second
email, that would be much appreciated.
 
Kind regards,
David
 
 



David Smith

Senior Transport Planner
‑
020 7580 7373
07874 858 897
‑

 

The Cursitor, 38 Chancery Lane
London, WC2A 1EN

 Consider the environment. Do you really need to print this email?

From: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk> 
Sent: 01 September 2022 15:12
To: David Smith <david.smith@vectos.co.uk>; James Bancroft <james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road - 2 of
2 emails
 
Hello
 
Just checking that you received two zip files, one with the redacted emails (pdfs) and one with
redacted letters?  The email was showing yesterday as undelivered due to the attachment size.  I
could split it if you haven’t received it.
 
Regards,
 

From: PublicRightsofWay 
Sent: 31 August 2022 12:07
To: David Smith <david.smith@vectos.co.uk>; James Bancroft <james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>; @kirklees.gov.uk>; Sharon
Huddleston <Sharon.Huddleston@kirklees.gov.uk>
Subject: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road - 2 of 2
emails
 
Good morning
 
2 of 2 emails
 
As requested, please find attached a summary table of the responses we received in relation to
the recent preliminary consultation.  We adjusted the formatting, but not any spelling. There are
also two zip files containing larger emails and longer letters.  We have redacted or removed
(xxxxx) personal information.
 
Please note that response numbers 66 and 67 are the same letter.
 
Regards, 
 

 | Assistant Definitive Map Officer | Public Rights of Way
Kirklees Council | Flint Street, Fartown, Huddersfield, HD1 6LG



publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk
Public rights of way | Kirklees Council
 
 

From: David Smith <david.smith@vectos.co.uk> 
Sent: 26 August 2022 11:52
To: James Bancroft <james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk>; PublicRightsofWay
<publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 
 

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know
the content is safe.

 
Hi Sharon,
 
Appreciate that there is a lot of work required here, but is there any update on this please?
 
Kind regards,
David
 
 

David Smith

Senior Transport Planner
‑
020 7580 7373
07874 858 897
‑

 

The Cursitor, 38 Chancery Lane
London, WC2A 1EN

 Consider the environment. Do you really need to print this email?

From: James Bancroft <james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk> 
Sent: 11 August 2022 08:54
To: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>; David Smith <david.smith@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 
Ok, thank you Sharon.  Much appreciated.
 
Kind regards
 

From: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk> 
Sent: 11 August 2022 08:52
To: James Bancroft <james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>; David Smith <david.smith@vectos.co.uk>



Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 
Hello
 
We are working through the requests, we have a lot of redacting to due
 

 
Sharon
 

From: James Bancroft <james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk> 
Sent: 10 August 2022 14:36
To: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>; David Smith <david.smith@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 
 

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know
the content is safe.

 
Hi Sharon,
 
I have not yet seen a response to this as yet.  Could you please come back to us please.
 
Kind regards
 

James Bancroft 

Director
‑
01392 422 315
07729 711 938
‑

 

6 Victory House, Dean Clarke Gardens
Exeter, EX2 4AA

 Consider the environment. Do you really need to print this email?

From: James Bancroft 
Sent: 05 August 2022 16:50
To: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>; David Smith <david.smith@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 
Hi Sharon,
 
Thanks for this, it is a useful overview of the objections received.
 



Could we get copies of the objections please so that we can consider how these may potentially
be overcome through design interventions.
 
Please keep Ian and David copied in as I am about to go on leave.
 
Kind regards
 

From: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk> 
Sent: 05 August 2022 16:42
To: James Bancroft <james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 
Hello
 
Please find attached a summary of the basic comments received
 
Sharon
 

From: James Bancroft <james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk> 
Sent: 01 August 2022 11:01
To: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 
 

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know
the content is safe.

 
Thanks Sharon, we will look forward to receiving the information from you in due course.
 
Kind regards
 

James Bancroft 

Director
‑
01392 422 315
07729 711 938
‑

 

6 Victory House, Dean Clarke Gardens
Exeter, EX2 4AA

 Consider the environment. Do you really need to print this email?

From: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk> 
Sent: 01 August 2022 10:52
To: James Bancroft <james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>



Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 
Hi
 
My colleague is doing a summary of the comments received and will forward this later this week
when complete
 
I spoke to Adam in highways and have agreed to share these comments with him as well

Sharon
 

From: James Bancroft <james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk> 
Sent: 01 August 2022 10:18
To: David Smith <david.smith@vectos.co.uk>; PublicRightsofWay
<publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 
 

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know
the content is safe.

 
Hi Sharon,
 
Just to add some further context here, we are currently working thorough comments from your
highways colleagues and would like to try and pick up/incorporate any updates to the PRoW at
the same time.  If you were able to forward copies of the objections that would be appreciated. 
We are happy to review the comments as they come rather than wait for a more formal report
that summarises them.
 
Kind regards
 

James Bancroft 

Director
‑
01392 422 315
07729 711 938
‑

 

6 Victory House, Dean Clarke Gardens
Exeter, EX2 4AA

 Consider the environment. Do you really need to print this email?

From: David Smith <david.smith@vectos.co.uk> 
Sent: 29 July 2022 13:06
To: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk>; James Bancroft
<james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>



Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 
Hi Sharon,
 
I understand that the consultation period has now ended so could you advise when we will get
the outcome of this will be ready please?
 
Kind regards,
David
 
 
 

From: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk> 
Sent: 22 July 2022 11:42
To: David Smith <david.smith@vectos.co.uk>; James Bancroft <james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 
Hello
 
We are not at the stage of any orders at the moment.  We are at preliminary consultation stage
and will let you have a summary of the comments received at the end of the consultation
 
 

Sharon
Assistant Definitive Map Officer
 
Public Rights of Way, PO Box 1720, Huddersfield HD1 9EL
É 01484 221000 and ask for Sharon Huddleston or ext no 74200
℮  sharon.huddleston@kirklees.gov.uk
Ẅ www.kirklees.gov.uk/rightsofway
 

 
The information contained in this e-mail, and any files transmitted with it, is confidential to the intended recipient(s). The
dissemination, distribution, copying or disclosure of this message or its contents is prohibited unless authorised by the
sender. If you receive this message in error, please immediately notify the sender and delete the message from your
system.
 
 
 

From: David Smith <david.smith@vectos.co.uk> 
Sent: 22 July 2022 11:18
To: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk>; James Bancroft
<james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road



 
 

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know
the content is safe.

 
Hi Sharon,
 
Thanks for this update. Could you also share a copy of the Draft Order with us as well please?
 
Kind regards,
David
 
 

David Smith

Senior Transport Planner
‑
020 7580 7373
07874 858 897
‑

 

The Cursitor, 38 Chancery Lane
London, WC2A 1EN

 Consider the environment. Do you really need to print this email?

From: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk> 
Sent: 04 July 2022 21:42
To: James Bancroft <james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 
Hello
 
Further to previous correspondence we have now commenced the preliminary diversion
consultation.  My colleagues in Highways and Planning are aware as I have been working with
them
 
Please find attached a copy of the proposal plan, reason statement on notice.  Copies of these
were placed on sit3e on Friday
 
We have undertaken a consultation with local ward members, user groups, interested parties
and Utilities.
 
I will update you further at the end of the consultation
 
I am not in the office now until next Monday, but if you would like any further information,
please contact me then on 01484 225575
 
Thanks Sharon



 

 

Website | News | Email Updates | Facebook | Twitter 

This email and any attachments are confidential. If you have received this email in error – please notify the sender immediately,
delete it from your system, and do not use, copy or disclose the information in any way. Kirklees Council monitors all emails sent or
received.



From: Ian Dix
To: PublicRightsofWay; Giles Cheetham
Cc: David Smith
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road - 2 of 2 emails
Date: 23 October 2022 10:50:24
Attachments: image001.jpg

image002.jpg
image003.jpg
image567606.jpg

 

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and
know the content is safe.

Giles,
 
I did call you on Friday, but I missed you.
 
Thank you for providing this information.   We will review it and will provide comments on the
objections received to the informal consultation to assist with the preparation of the Committee
Report.
 
Regards
 
Ian
 

Ian Dix

Director
‑
020 7580 7373
07811 166 257
‑
The Cursitor, 38 Chancery Lane
London, WC2A 1EN

 Consider the environment. Do you really need to print this email?

From: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk> 
Sent: 21 October 2022 11:02
To: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>; Giles Cheetham <Giles.Cheetham@kirklees.gov.uk>
Cc: David Smith <david.smith@vectos.co.uk>; PublicRightsofWay
<publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road - 2 of
2 emails
 
Ian,
 
the report is drafted by officers with appropriate appendices; applicant comment on the
consultation responses would be considered in its drafting.
 



As to the format of the officer report, items 7 and 8 at this link below to the webpage for the
September 2021 committee are examples, albeit on apparently less contentious proposals.   
 
https://democracy.kirklees.gov.uk/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=150&MId=6759&Ver=4
 
If you click on the blue highlighted text after the agenda item number, it opens the report.
 
Regards,
Giles
 
PROW
 

From: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk> 
Sent: 21 October 2022 08:53
To: Giles Cheetham <Giles.Cheetham@kirklees.gov.uk>; PublicRightsofWay
<publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk>
Cc: David Smith <david.smith@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road - 2 of
2 emails
 
 

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know
the content is safe.

 
Giles,
 
Thank you for your email and for trying to contact me yesterday.  I will call you today.
 
Using the helpful guide to the process that you sent we have reached the position where the
informal consultation has been undertaken and we have a number of objections (stage 6 as you
have said).   We have not approached the objectors as the majority of them relate to objections
to the principle of the related planning application.  We have considered all of the objections and
can provide a short report/update on them.  This would assist with the Council’s consideration of
them.
 
We would like to progress to the next stage and now that I know that this needs Committee
approval we would like to progress to this.  I do not know the format of the Committee Report,
but by providing a response to the objections received to date we could articulate to members
how we have considered them.  However, I do not know the format of the Committee Report
that would be needed.
 
When we speak we can agree the way forward.
 
Regards
 
Ian
 





Ian Dix
Director
‑
020 7580 7373
07811 166 257
‑

 

The Cursitor, 38 Chancery Lane
London, WC2A 1EN

 Consider the environment. Do you really need to print this email?

From: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk> 
Sent: 20 October 2022 17:39
To: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>
Cc: David Smith <david.smith@vectos.co.uk>; PublicRightsofWay
<publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road - 2 of
2 emails
 
Hello Ian,
 
Thanks for your email today.
 
You may be aware that I dealt with this matter from the earliest pre-app stages.
 
I called and left a message on your mobile today, and also unsuccessfully tried via your 0207
number to contact you.
 
Adam Darwin of our HDC team spoke to me yesterday and I said that I would call you to discuss
next stages in the public footpath diversion application process.
 
I’d be pleased to discuss this with you further, my number is 01484 221000, ask for Giles
Cheetham, when prompted.
 
As you may well be aware by now, the next stage is not to publish the formal order. At the
moment there is no relevant authority for an order to be made. Authorised officers have limited
delegated powers to make an order of this type, but not in the circumstances currently existing.
To progress the matter to an authority, a report would be taken to the relevant Council
committee to consider the proposal and the potential making of an order.
 
The applicant is supplied with anonymised copies of the consultation responses, and we ask for
any comments on those responses that the applicant may have. This may assist in identifying
certain matters, potentially addressing them, and covering them appropriately at the report and
consideration stage.  
 
Given the volume of responses opposing the diversion proposal, it is recognised that a one-to-
one resolution of issues may be impractical.
 
An approximate guide to the diversion process is attached, we are at point 6 (N.B. not all



identified stages may be involved).
 
Note: My own email address is giles.cheetham@kirklees.gov.uk however it is currently overfull
and so I write today from a generic account. I can still receive emails to my own account.
 
Regards,
Giles
 
Giles Cheetham
Definitive Map Officer
Kirklees Public Rights of Way
 

From: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk> 
Sent: 20 October 2022 17:14
To: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk>
Cc: David Smith <david.smith@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road - 2 of
2 emails
Importance: High
 
 

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know
the content is safe.

 
Sharon/
 
The revised supporting submission for the planning application is due to be made at the end of
this month and the current programme is to report both the planning application and the S257
order to the same Committee in early December.
 
This means that we need to move the next stage forward now.
 
Please respond to my email below to confirm the next steps and any information that you
require to move this forward.
 
Regards
 
Ian
 

Ian Dix

Director
‑
020 7580 7373
07811 166 257
‑

 

The Cursitor, 38 Chancery Lane
London, WC2A 1EN



 Consider the environment. Do you really need to print this email?

From: Ian Dix 
Sent: 22 September 2022 12:05
To: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk>
Cc: David Smith <david.smith@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road - 2 of
2 emails
 
Sharon/ ,
 
We would like to discuss the way forward on this diversion.  We are working through the
objections to be able to respond to them at the appropriate time.  None of the objection change
the proposed route of the diversion and we therefore want to move to the next stage.  This
being in the context that this is an allocated site for development as identified in the Adopted
Local Plan and as a result of any development on the site the existing footpath would need to be
diverted to allow the efficient use of the site.
 
Please confirm the Council’s procedure from now.  We know the next step is to publish the
formal order, but how does the Council respond to the objections received in doing this?
 
We also need to discuss the order plan.  The previous one showed the proposed permissive path
across the site which is useful to provide a proper context of future routes, but our view is that
as this would not be a formal PROW that it should not been shown on the formal order plan.
 
We also need to know the timescales for the next steps in this process.
 
Please let David and I know what the Council’s approach to the next stage and the formal
consultation is?
 
Regards
 
Ian
 
 

From: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk> 
Sent: 02 September 2022 16:09
To: David Smith <david.smith@vectos.co.uk>; James Bancroft <james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road - 2 of
2 emails
 
This is email 2 with a zip containing a further 5 letters.
 

From: David Smith <david.smith@vectos.co.uk> 
Sent: 02 September 2022 15:45
To: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk>; James Bancroft



<james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road - 2 of
2 emails
 
 

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know
the content is safe.

 
Hi ,
 
I only received the first email which had one zip file in – if you are able to re-send the second
email, that would be much appreciated.
 
Kind regards,
David
 
 

David Smith

Senior Transport Planner
‑
020 7580 7373
07874 858 897
‑

 

The Cursitor, 38 Chancery Lane
London, WC2A 1EN

 Consider the environment. Do you really need to print this email?

From: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk> 
Sent: 01 September 2022 15:12
To: David Smith <david.smith@vectos.co.uk>; James Bancroft <james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road - 2 of
2 emails
 
Hello
 
Just checking that you received two zip files, one with the redacted emails (pdfs) and one with
redacted letters?  The email was showing yesterday as undelivered due to the attachment size.  I
could split it if you haven’t received it.
 
Regards, 
 

From: PublicRightsofWay 
Sent: 31 August 2022 12:07
To: David Smith <david.smith@vectos.co.uk>; James Bancroft <james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>; @kirklees.gov.uk>; Sharon



Huddleston <Sharon.Huddleston@kirklees.gov.uk>
Subject: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road - 2 of 2
emails
 
Good morning
 
2 of 2 emails
 
As requested, please find attached a summary table of the responses we received in relation to
the recent preliminary consultation.  We adjusted the formatting, but not any spelling. There are
also two zip files containing larger emails and longer letters.  We have redacted or removed
(xxxxx) personal information.
 
Please note that response numbers 66 and 67 are the same letter.
 
Regards, 
 

 | Assistant Definitive Map Officer | Public Rights of Way
Kirklees Council | Flint Street, Fartown, Huddersfield, HD1 6LG
publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk
Public rights of way | Kirklees Council
 
 

From: David Smith <david.smith@vectos.co.uk> 
Sent: 26 August 2022 11:52
To: James Bancroft <james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk>; PublicRightsofWay
<publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 
 

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know
the content is safe.

 
Hi Sharon,
 
Appreciate that there is a lot of work required here, but is there any update on this please?
 
Kind regards,
David
 
 

David Smith

Senior Transport Planner
‑
020 7580 7373
07874 858 897
‑

 





‑
01392 422 315
07729 711 938
‑

 

6 Victory House, Dean Clarke Gardens
Exeter, EX2 4AA

 Consider the environment. Do you really need to print this email?

From: James Bancroft 
Sent: 05 August 2022 16:50
To: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>; David Smith <david.smith@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 
Hi Sharon,
 
Thanks for this, it is a useful overview of the objections received.
 
Could we get copies of the objections please so that we can consider how these may potentially
be overcome through design interventions.
 
Please keep Ian and David copied in as I am about to go on leave.
 
Kind regards
 

From: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk> 
Sent: 05 August 2022 16:42
To: James Bancroft <james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 
Hello
 
Please find attached a summary of the basic comments received
 
Sharon
 

From: James Bancroft <james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk> 
Sent: 01 August 2022 11:01
To: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 
 

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know
the content is safe.

 
Thanks Sharon, we will look forward to receiving the information from you in due course.



 
Kind regards
 

James Bancroft 

Director
‑
01392 422 315
07729 711 938
‑

 

6 Victory House, Dean Clarke Gardens
Exeter, EX2 4AA

 Consider the environment. Do you really need to print this email?

From: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk> 
Sent: 01 August 2022 10:52
To: James Bancroft <james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 
Hi
 
My colleague is doing a summary of the comments received and will forward this later this week
when complete
 
I spoke to Adam in highways and have agreed to share these comments with him as well

Sharon
 

From: James Bancroft <james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk> 
Sent: 01 August 2022 10:18
To: David Smith <david.smith@vectos.co.uk>; PublicRightsofWay
<publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 
 

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know
the content is safe.

 
Hi Sharon,
 
Just to add some further context here, we are currently working thorough comments from your
highways colleagues and would like to try and pick up/incorporate any updates to the PRoW at
the same time.  If you were able to forward copies of the objections that would be appreciated. 
We are happy to review the comments as they come rather than wait for a more formal report
that summarises them.
 



Kind regards
 

James Bancroft 

Director
‑
01392 422 315
07729 711 938
‑

 

6 Victory House, Dean Clarke Gardens
Exeter, EX2 4AA

 Consider the environment. Do you really need to print this email?

From: David Smith <david.smith@vectos.co.uk> 
Sent: 29 July 2022 13:06
To: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk>; James Bancroft
<james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 
Hi Sharon,
 
I understand that the consultation period has now ended so could you advise when we will get
the outcome of this will be ready please?
 
Kind regards,
David
 
 
 

From: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk> 
Sent: 22 July 2022 11:42
To: David Smith <david.smith@vectos.co.uk>; James Bancroft <james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 
Hello
 
We are not at the stage of any orders at the moment.  We are at preliminary consultation stage
and will let you have a summary of the comments received at the end of the consultation
 
 

Sharon
Assistant Definitive Map Officer
 
Public Rights of Way, PO Box 1720, Huddersfield HD1 9EL
É 01484 221000 and ask for Sharon Huddleston or ext no 74200



℮  sharon.huddleston@kirklees.gov.uk
Ẅ www.kirklees.gov.uk/rightsofway
 

 
The information contained in this e-mail, and any files transmitted with it, is confidential to the intended recipient(s). The
dissemination, distribution, copying or disclosure of this message or its contents is prohibited unless authorised by the
sender. If you receive this message in error, please immediately notify the sender and delete the message from your
system.
 
 
 

From: David Smith <david.smith@vectos.co.uk> 
Sent: 22 July 2022 11:18
To: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk>; James Bancroft
<james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 
 

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know
the content is safe.

 
Hi Sharon,
 
Thanks for this update. Could you also share a copy of the Draft Order with us as well please?
 
Kind regards,
David
 
 

David Smith

Senior Transport Planner
‑
020 7580 7373
07874 858 897
‑

 

The Cursitor, 38 Chancery Lane
London, WC2A 1EN

 Consider the environment. Do you really need to print this email?

From: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk> 
Sent: 04 July 2022 21:42
To: James Bancroft <james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 



Hello
 
Further to previous correspondence we have now commenced the preliminary diversion
consultation.  My colleagues in Highways and Planning are aware as I have been working with
them
 
Please find attached a copy of the proposal plan, reason statement on notice.  Copies of these
were placed on sit3e on Friday
 
We have undertaken a consultation with local ward members, user groups, interested parties
and Utilities.
 
I will update you further at the end of the consultation
 
I am not in the office now until next Monday, but if you would like any further information,
please contact me then on 01484 225575
 
Thanks Sharon
 

 

Website | News | Email Updates | Facebook | Twitter 

This email and any attachments are confidential. If you have received this email in error – please notify the sender immediately,
delete it from your system, and do not use, copy or disclose the information in any way. Kirklees Council monitors all emails sent or
received.



From: PublicRightsofWay
To: Ian Dix
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road - 2 of 2 emails
Date: 24 October 2022 10:25:00
Attachments: image001.jpg

image002.jpg
image003.jpg

Dear Mr Dix
 
Thank you for you email.  Just to confirm that I am not usually involved in diversion applications. 
Your contacts are Giles Cheetham and Sharon Huddleston.
 
Kind regards, 
 

| Assistant Definitive Map Officer | Public Rights of Way
Kirklees Council | Flint Street, Fartown, Huddersfield, HD1 6LG
publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk
Public rights of way | Kirklees Council
 
 
 
 

From: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk> 
Sent: 20 October 2022 17:14
To: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk>
Cc: David Smith <david.smith@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road - 2 of
2 emails
Importance: High
 
 

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know
the content is safe.

 
Sharon/ ,
 
The revised supporting submission for the planning application is due to be made at the end of
this month and the current programme is to report both the planning application and the S257
order to the same Committee in early December.
 
This means that we need to move the next stage forward now.
 
Please respond to my email below to confirm the next steps and any information that you
require to move this forward.
 
Regards
 
Ian
 



Ian Dix

Director
‑
020 7580 7373
07811 166 257
‑

 

The Cursitor, 38 Chancery Lane
London, WC2A 1EN

 Consider the environment. Do you really need to print this email?

From: Ian Dix 
Sent: 22 September 2022 12:05
To: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk>
Cc: David Smith <david.smith@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road - 2 of
2 emails
 
Sharon/ ,
 
We would like to discuss the way forward on this diversion.  We are working through the
objections to be able to respond to them at the appropriate time.  None of the objection change
the proposed route of the diversion and we therefore want to move to the next stage.  This
being in the context that this is an allocated site for development as identified in the Adopted
Local Plan and as a result of any development on the site the existing footpath would need to be
diverted to allow the efficient use of the site.
 
Please confirm the Council’s procedure from now.  We know the next step is to publish the
formal order, but how does the Council respond to the objections received in doing this?
 
We also need to discuss the order plan.  The previous one showed the proposed permissive path
across the site which is useful to provide a proper context of future routes, but our view is that
as this would not be a formal PROW that it should not been shown on the formal order plan.
 
We also need to know the timescales for the next steps in this process.
 
Please let David and I know what the Council’s approach to the next stage and the formal
consultation is?
 
Regards
 
Ian
 
 

From: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk> 
Sent: 02 September 2022 16:09
To: David Smith <david.smith@vectos.co.uk>; James Bancroft <james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>



Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road - 2 of
2 emails
 
This is email 2 with a zip containing a further 5 letters.
 

From: David Smith <david.smith@vectos.co.uk> 
Sent: 02 September 2022 15:45
To: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk>; James Bancroft
<james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road - 2 of
2 emails
 
 

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know
the content is safe.

 
Hi ,
 
I only received the first email which had one zip file in – if you are able to re-send the second
email, that would be much appreciated.
 
Kind regards,
David
 
 

David Smith

Senior Transport Planner
‑
020 7580 7373
07874 858 897
‑

 

The Cursitor, 38 Chancery Lane
London, WC2A 1EN

 Consider the environment. Do you really need to print this email?

From: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk> 
Sent: 01 September 2022 15:12
To: David Smith <david.smith@vectos.co.uk>; James Bancroft <james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road - 2 of
2 emails
 
Hello
 
Just checking that you received two zip files, one with the redacted emails (pdfs) and one with
redacted letters?  The email was showing yesterday as undelivered due to the attachment size.  I



could split it if you haven’t received it.
 
Regards, 
 

From: PublicRightsofWay 
Sent: 31 August 2022 12:07
To: David Smith <david.smith@vectos.co.uk>; James Bancroft <james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>; @kirklees.gov.uk>; Sharon
Huddleston <Sharon.Huddleston@kirklees.gov.uk>
Subject: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road - 2 of 2
emails
 
Good morning
 
2 of 2 emails
 
As requested, please find attached a summary table of the responses we received in relation to
the recent preliminary consultation.  We adjusted the formatting, but not any spelling. There are
also two zip files containing larger emails and longer letters.  We have redacted or removed
(xxxxx) personal information.
 
Please note that response numbers 66 and 67 are the same letter.
 
Regards, 
 

 | Assistant Definitive Map Officer | Public Rights of Way
Kirklees Council | Flint Street, Fartown, Huddersfield, HD1 6LG
publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk
Public rights of way | Kirklees Council
 
 

From: David Smith <david.smith@vectos.co.uk> 
Sent: 26 August 2022 11:52
To: James Bancroft <james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk>; PublicRightsofWay
<publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 
 

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know
the content is safe.

 
Hi Sharon,
 
Appreciate that there is a lot of work required here, but is there any update on this please?
 
Kind regards,
David



 
 

David Smith

Senior Transport Planner
‑
020 7580 7373
07874 858 897
‑

 

The Cursitor, 38 Chancery Lane
London, WC2A 1EN

 Consider the environment. Do you really need to print this email?

From: James Bancroft <james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk> 
Sent: 11 August 2022 08:54
To: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>; David Smith <david.smith@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 
Ok, thank you Sharon.  Much appreciated.
 
Kind regards
 

From: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk> 
Sent: 11 August 2022 08:52
To: James Bancroft <james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>; David Smith <david.smith@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 
Hello
 
We are working through the requests, we have a lot of redacting to due
 

 
Sharon
 

From: James Bancroft <james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk> 
Sent: 10 August 2022 14:36
To: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>; David Smith <david.smith@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 
 

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know
the content is safe.

 



Hi Sharon,
 
I have not yet seen a response to this as yet.  Could you please come back to us please.
 
Kind regards
 

James Bancroft 

Director
‑
01392 422 315
07729 711 938
‑

 

6 Victory House, Dean Clarke Gardens
Exeter, EX2 4AA

 Consider the environment. Do you really need to print this email?

From: James Bancroft 
Sent: 05 August 2022 16:50
To: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>; David Smith <david.smith@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 
Hi Sharon,
 
Thanks for this, it is a useful overview of the objections received.
 
Could we get copies of the objections please so that we can consider how these may potentially
be overcome through design interventions.
 
Please keep Ian and David copied in as I am about to go on leave.
 
Kind regards
 

From: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk> 
Sent: 05 August 2022 16:42
To: James Bancroft <james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 
Hello
 
Please find attached a summary of the basic comments received
 
Sharon
 

From: James Bancroft <james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk> 
Sent: 01 August 2022 11:01
To: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk>



Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 
 

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know
the content is safe.

 
Thanks Sharon, we will look forward to receiving the information from you in due course.
 
Kind regards
 

James Bancroft 

Director
‑
01392 422 315
07729 711 938
‑

 

6 Victory House, Dean Clarke Gardens
Exeter, EX2 4AA

 Consider the environment. Do you really need to print this email?

From: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk> 
Sent: 01 August 2022 10:52
To: James Bancroft <james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 
Hi
 
My colleague is doing a summary of the comments received and will forward this later this week
when complete
 
I spoke to Adam in highways and have agreed to share these comments with him as well

Sharon
 

From: James Bancroft <james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk> 
Sent: 01 August 2022 10:18
To: David Smith <david.smith@vectos.co.uk>; PublicRightsofWay
<publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 
 

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know
the content is safe.



 
Hi Sharon,
 
Just to add some further context here, we are currently working thorough comments from your
highways colleagues and would like to try and pick up/incorporate any updates to the PRoW at
the same time.  If you were able to forward copies of the objections that would be appreciated. 
We are happy to review the comments as they come rather than wait for a more formal report
that summarises them.
 
Kind regards
 

James Bancroft 

Director
‑
01392 422 315
07729 711 938
‑

 

6 Victory House, Dean Clarke Gardens
Exeter, EX2 4AA

 Consider the environment. Do you really need to print this email?

From: David Smith <david.smith@vectos.co.uk> 
Sent: 29 July 2022 13:06
To: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk>; James Bancroft
<james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 
Hi Sharon,
 
I understand that the consultation period has now ended so could you advise when we will get
the outcome of this will be ready please?
 
Kind regards,
David
 
 
 

From: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk> 
Sent: 22 July 2022 11:42
To: David Smith <david.smith@vectos.co.uk>; James Bancroft <james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 
Hello
 
We are not at the stage of any orders at the moment.  We are at preliminary consultation stage



and will let you have a summary of the comments received at the end of the consultation
 
 

Sharon
Assistant Definitive Map Officer
 
Public Rights of Way, PO Box 1720, Huddersfield HD1 9EL
É 01484 221000 and ask for Sharon Huddleston or ext no 74200
℮  sharon.huddleston@kirklees.gov.uk
Ẅ www.kirklees.gov.uk/rightsofway
 

 
The information contained in this e-mail, and any files transmitted with it, is confidential to the intended recipient(s). The
dissemination, distribution, copying or disclosure of this message or its contents is prohibited unless authorised by the
sender. If you receive this message in error, please immediately notify the sender and delete the message from your
system.
 
 
 

From: David Smith <david.smith@vectos.co.uk> 
Sent: 22 July 2022 11:18
To: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk>; James Bancroft
<james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 
 

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know
the content is safe.

 
Hi Sharon,
 
Thanks for this update. Could you also share a copy of the Draft Order with us as well please?
 
Kind regards,
David
 
 

David Smith

Senior Transport Planner
‑
020 7580 7373
07874 858 897
‑

 

The Cursitor, 38 Chancery Lane
London, WC2A 1EN





From: PublicRightsofWay
To: Ian Dix; David Smith; James Bancroft
Cc:  Sharon Huddleston; Giles Cheetham
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
Date: 28 October 2022 16:12:00
Attachments: image005.jpg

image008.png
image009.png
image010.png
image011.png
image012.jpg
image013.jpg
SPEN 24 warehouse prelim responses (updated as at 281022).pdf

FAO David Smith, James Bancroft, Ian Dix
 
Good afternoon
 
Further to my previous emails, please find attached an updated version of the ‘summary table of
the responses’.  Please note responses 92 to 97 are additional to the previous version sent on
31/8/22.  This includes the response from West Yorkshire Police at row 92.
 
Regards, 
 

 | Assistant Definitive Map Officer | Public Rights of Way
Kirklees Council | Flint Street, Fartown, Huddersfield, HD1 6LG
publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk
Public rights of way | Kirklees Council
 

From: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk> 
Sent: 26 October 2022 16:09
To: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk>; David Smith
<david.smith@vectos.co.uk>; James Bancroft <james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk>
Cc: @kirklees.gov.uk>; Sharon Huddleston
<Sharon.Huddleston@kirklees.gov.uk>; Giles Cheetham <Giles.Cheetham@kirklees.gov.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 
 

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know
the content is safe.

 
Thanks 
 

Ian Dix

Director
‑
020 7580 7373
07811 166 257
‑

 

The Cursitor, 38 Chancery Lane
London, WC2A 1EN



 Consider the environment. Do you really need to print this email?

From: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk> 
Sent: 26 October 2022 14:40
To: David Smith <david.smith@vectos.co.uk>; James Bancroft <james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>; @kirklees.gov.uk>; Sharon
Huddleston <Sharon.Huddleston@kirklees.gov.uk>; Giles Cheetham
<Giles.Cheetham@kirklees.gov.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 
FAO David Smith, James Bancroft, Ian Dix
 
Good afternoon
 
Further to my email of 31 August, I am forwarding the preliminary consultation response from
West Yorkshire Police shown below.  Unfortunately, the response was not included in the
‘summary table of the responses’ attached to that previous email.
 
Regards, 
 

 | Assistant Definitive Map Officer | Public Rights of Way
Kirklees Council | Flint Street, Fartown, Huddersfield, HD1 6LG
publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk
Public rights of way | Kirklees Council
 
Response
 
Thank you for your email. There are no concerns from West Yorkshire Police around these
proposals, as the planning application for the site has been assessed for security measures.
 
Kind regards
 
Richard Thornton MSyI
Designing Out Crime Officer 
 
West Yorkshire Police 
Kirklees Council Planning and Development Service 
PO Box 1720 
Huddersfield 
HD1 9EL 

                         
Tel: 101 
Council Offices: 01484 221000 
Mobile xxxx
 

                       





Hi Sharon,
 
Appreciate that there is a lot of work required here, but is there any update on this please?
 
Kind regards,
David
 
 

David Smith

Senior Transport Planner
‑
020 7580 7373
07874 858 897
‑

 

The Cursitor, 38 Chancery Lane
London, WC2A 1EN

 Consider the environment. Do you really need to print this email?

From: James Bancroft <james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk> 
Sent: 11 August 2022 08:54
To: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>; David Smith <david.smith@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 
Ok, thank you Sharon.  Much appreciated.
 
Kind regards
 

From: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk> 
Sent: 11 August 2022 08:52
To: James Bancroft <james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>; David Smith <david.smith@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 
Hello
 
We are working through the requests, we have a lot of redacting to due
 

 
Sharon
 

From: James Bancroft <james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk> 
Sent: 10 August 2022 14:36
To: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>; David Smith <david.smith@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road



 
 

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know
the content is safe.

 
Hi Sharon,
 
I have not yet seen a response to this as yet.  Could you please come back to us please.
 
Kind regards
 

James Bancroft 

Director
‑
01392 422 315
07729 711 938
‑

 

6 Victory House, Dean Clarke Gardens
Exeter, EX2 4AA

 Consider the environment. Do you really need to print this email?

From: James Bancroft 
Sent: 05 August 2022 16:50
To: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>; David Smith <david.smith@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 
Hi Sharon,
 
Thanks for this, it is a useful overview of the objections received.
 
Could we get copies of the objections please so that we can consider how these may potentially
be overcome through design interventions.
 
Please keep Ian and David copied in as I am about to go on leave.
 
Kind regards
 

From: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk> 
Sent: 05 August 2022 16:42
To: James Bancroft <james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 
Hello
 
Please find attached a summary of the basic comments received
 



Sharon
 

From: James Bancroft <james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk> 
Sent: 01 August 2022 11:01
To: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 
 

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know
the content is safe.

 
Thanks Sharon, we will look forward to receiving the information from you in due course.
 
Kind regards
 

James Bancroft 

Director
‑
01392 422 315
07729 711 938
‑

 

6 Victory House, Dean Clarke Gardens
Exeter, EX2 4AA

 Consider the environment. Do you really need to print this email?

From: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk> 
Sent: 01 August 2022 10:52
To: James Bancroft <james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 
Hi
 
My colleague is doing a summary of the comments received and will forward this later this week
when complete
 
I spoke to Adam in highways and have agreed to share these comments with him as well

Sharon
 

From: James Bancroft <james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk> 
Sent: 01 August 2022 10:18
To: David Smith <david.smith@vectos.co.uk>; PublicRightsofWay
<publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>



Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 
 

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know
the content is safe.

 
Hi Sharon,
 
Just to add some further context here, we are currently working thorough comments from your
highways colleagues and would like to try and pick up/incorporate any updates to the PRoW at
the same time.  If you were able to forward copies of the objections that would be appreciated. 
We are happy to review the comments as they come rather than wait for a more formal report
that summarises them.
 
Kind regards
 

James Bancroft 

Director
‑
01392 422 315
07729 711 938
‑

 

6 Victory House, Dean Clarke Gardens
Exeter, EX2 4AA

 Consider the environment. Do you really need to print this email?

From: David Smith <david.smith@vectos.co.uk> 
Sent: 29 July 2022 13:06
To: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk>; James Bancroft
<james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 
Hi Sharon,
 
I understand that the consultation period has now ended so could you advise when we will get
the outcome of this will be ready please?
 
Kind regards,
David
 
 
 

From: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk> 
Sent: 22 July 2022 11:42
To: David Smith <david.smith@vectos.co.uk>; James Bancroft <james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>



Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 
Hello
 
We are not at the stage of any orders at the moment.  We are at preliminary consultation stage
and will let you have a summary of the comments received at the end of the consultation
 
 

Sharon
Assistant Definitive Map Officer
 
Public Rights of Way, PO Box 1720, Huddersfield HD1 9EL
É 01484 221000 and ask for Sharon Huddleston or ext no 74200
℮  sharon.huddleston@kirklees.gov.uk
Ẅ www.kirklees.gov.uk/rightsofway
 

 
The information contained in this e-mail, and any files transmitted with it, is confidential to the intended recipient(s). The
dissemination, distribution, copying or disclosure of this message or its contents is prohibited unless authorised by the
sender. If you receive this message in error, please immediately notify the sender and delete the message from your
system.
 
 
 

From: David Smith <david.smith@vectos.co.uk> 
Sent: 22 July 2022 11:18
To: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk>; James Bancroft
<james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 
 

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know
the content is safe.

 
Hi Sharon,
 
Thanks for this update. Could you also share a copy of the Draft Order with us as well please?
 
Kind regards,
David
 
 

David Smith

Senior Transport Planner
‑



020 7580 7373
07874 858 897
‑

 

The Cursitor, 38 Chancery Lane
London, WC2A 1EN

 Consider the environment. Do you really need to print this email?

From: PublicRightsofWay <publicrightsofway@kirklees.gov.uk> 
Sent: 04 July 2022 21:42
To: James Bancroft <james.bancroft@vectos.co.uk>
Cc: Ian Dix <Ian.Dix@vectos.co.uk>
Subject: Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 (part) - Whitehall Road
 
Hello
 
Further to previous correspondence we have now commenced the preliminary diversion
consultation.  My colleagues in Highways and Planning are aware as I have been working with
them
 
Please find attached a copy of the proposal plan, reason statement on notice.  Copies of these
were placed on sit3e on Friday
 
We have undertaken a consultation with local ward members, user groups, interested parties
and Utilities.
 
I will update you further at the end of the consultation
 
I am not in the office now until next Monday, but if you would like any further information,
please contact me then on 01484 225575
 
Thanks Sharon
 

 

Website | News | Email Updates | Facebook | Twitter 

This email and any attachments are confidential. If you have received this email in error – please notify the sender immediately,
delete it from your system, and do not use, copy or disclose the information in any way. Kirklees Council monitors all emails sent or
received.



Spenborough 24, warehouse  
 

1 
 

No. Prelim response 

1 See separate email, too large to include 

2 I am writing to object to the above proposal. 
As a local resident I regularly walk along  the path as part of a circular route from my home in (xxxxx), traversing the golf course and rturning via Wyke. 
I particularly enjoy the open views and range of wildlife that the path offers.   
I object to the proposal on the following grounds: 
1.Loss of heritage - this is a long standing right of way of historic and cultural value to the people of the Spen Valley 
2.Unsuitable diversion - The proposal to divert the pathway so that it continues along the side of the M62 is unacceptable due to increased noise and 
air polition which will be suffered by people walking the path 
3.Increased length of the path. - The proposed diversion will will add significant distance to the path.  The distance between the dpen valley greenway 
and to where the Heritage Trail can be picked up again will add circa 30 minutes to the walk and will be along  busy roads 
4.Loss of light - The proposed diversion will be shaded and receive little natural light 
5.The proposed diversion will lead to a reduction in peopel using the path which will go against Kirklees stated objctive of inreasing opportunities for 
people to lead health lifestyles. 
 

3 Objection raised as per title. 

4 I object to this footpath diversion, it's called the Spen Valley Heritage Trail for a reason and should not be diverted for the sake of modern 
monstrosities like warehouses. 
 

5 I object to the diversion of the Spen Heritage footpath above as it is an important part of our historical heritage. 
 

6 Objection to the Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 at Whitehall Road, Cleckheaton. Town & Country Planning Act 1990, section 
257  
I object to the above. 
 

7 I stronglly object to the proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 at Whitehall Road Cleckheaton. This is a very old welll loved footpath 
that is  now part of The Spen Valley Heritage trail and as such it should be preserved and remain where it is 
 

8 I wish to object to the diversion of the above footpath. 
I consider it to be totally inconvenient for walking and no need to change this route. I also consider the harm to nature and wildlife is unjustified. I 
certainly would not consider walking along or near the M62 motorway 



Spenborough 24, warehouse  
 

2 
 

No. Prelim response 

Both for the noise and view. The spoiling of this path with the massive building you are replacing it with I believe is both obnoxious and unsightly 
alone with the danger from extra traffic using the proposed building. 
Please consider my objection and stop this action. 
 

9 Objection to proposed diversion of public footpath Spenbourgh  24 as Whitehall Road Cleckheaton Town and Planning Act 1990 Section 257 
I use this trail on a regular basics along with many others and believe that the new proposal of diverting it will be the wrong decision. Who wants to 
walk alongside the busy M62 motorway with high levels of noise and pollution not to mention the loss of views. Spen Valley Heritage  Trail is a 21 mile 
circular passing through 8 villages. Please don’t let industry spoil this for the many of us who still want to enjoy our ever  shrinking  countryside and 
want to breath in fresh air. 
 

10 Please lodge my objection to the diversion of this footpath. I have walked this route many times and the Spen Valley Heritage Trail is part of our local 
history and it’s protection is of the utmost importance for generations to come. 
 

11 I strongly object to proposed diversion of the public footpath Spenborough 24 at Whitehall Road, Cleckheaton. Town & Country Planning Act 1990, 
section 257.  
This footpath is well used and should not be diverted to build an horrific, traffic jamming Amazon  building complex. 
 

12 Please record my objection to the following footpath change proposal.  
Objection to the Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 at Whitehall Road, Cleckheaton. Town & Country Planning Act 1990, section 257  
 

13 I write with regards to the above detailed application and proposed public footpath diversion. 
I have a number of concerns regarding the proposed diversion: 
The current public footpath is used by a significant number of residents and commuters alike, for both enjoyment purposes and for access links to 
local communities. The proposed diversion would significantly increase the length of this path, which would essentially meaning people would avoid 
its use, given this would be far too long to access and would therefore not meet its current purpose. 
The path also forms part of the heritage trail, and i believe it would be a significant loss to the community for this to be distributed, with irreversible 
damage caused.  
The history of this is well loved by locals and celebrated regularly by local community groups. 
The new proposed public footpath is also much closer to the M62, meaning an increased inevitable exposure to pollution and road noise. As a user 
(xxxxx),, this diversion would ultimately mean myself (xxxxx) are no longer able to access the footpath at all. This would be a significant 
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disappointment given the enjoyment we currently seek from accessing this walk, which ensures we do not feel isolated and are accessing regular 
outdoor exercise. 
Thank you for your time considering these points. 
 

14 I strongly object to the Spen heritage trail footpath being diverted. It's a disgrace that such a thing be even considered. Too many path paths and open 
spaces are disappearing to make way for monstrous buildings and housing estates.  
Footpaths and open spaces should be for all to enjoy for generations to come. 
I support save our spen 
 

15 I would like to lodge an objection to the diversion of the Spen Heritage footpath proposed as a result of the Plans submitted to erect a huge Amazon 
warehouse at this location.  It is a total disgrace that our countryside is being eaten away by the constant this  greed and selfishness. This is already a 
horrible busy area and now our public right of ways and countryside history is being carved up and messed with. We need to protect our environment, 
our health and well-being and that of our children and future generations. Pollution is already off the scale and this is only going to exacerbate this 
problem even further. 
Please listen to the local people who have to endure this shameless destruction of green space, nature and wildlife. 
 

16 I object to the diversion planned to make way for the Amazon development.   
 

17 Re: Objection to the Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 at Whitehall Road, Cleckheaton. Town & Country Planning Act 1990, 
section 257. 
I write to strongly object to the above Proposal. 
The proposal to alter our Heritage foot path is totally unacceptable, we should not be forced to to walk down the side of the busy A58 and the more 
than busy M62 being subject to noise and pollution all for the sake of a monstrosity of a warehouse. 
I quote this :- 
NPPF Paragraph 100 states: “Planning policies and decisions should protect and enhance public rights of way and access, including taking 
opportunities to provide better facilities for users, for example by adding links to existing rights of way networks including National Trails.” 
The proposed development fails to protect and enhance public rights of way, or ensure conflicts between pedestrians, cyclists and vehicles have been 
considered and minimized, and should therefore be refused in accordance with NPPF Paragraph’s 100 and 112. 
 

18 I wish to strongly object to the relocation of the footpath   
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1) The footpath wont be available for at least 18 months  
2) Removal of biodiversity and removal of animal corridors 
3) Some parts of the route are moved to most polluted areas of the site for instance alongside the M62 . (xxxxx).  
4) The inspector named this has a constraint and if Kirkless council obeyed the local plan , there would be no need to relocate and no justification has 
been supplied for a seven fold increase in size for this building.  
5) Total removal of Amenity , that has been enjoyed by generations  
6) Safety , nothing in place for crossing over the HGV access . 
7) The area will be and fill unsafe as in some places and escape from an attacker would be difficult  
8) Noise would increase with the sound of the largest warehouse in Yorkshire via HGV's, cars and so forth not making it relaxing 
9) The relocation of a right of way should be to improve the safety and experience , this will proposal will make it much much worse and discourage 
people from using it.  
10) This is a major dog waking route , the extra noise would scare the animals and in some area conversation difficult 
Thank you  
 

19 I hereby object to the diversion of part of the Spen Valley Heritage Trail footpath that crosses the middle of the proposed field where AMAZON want 
to build their massive warehouse. 
Thank you. 
 

20 I am writing to object to the above application , me (xxxxx) often walk along this path as part of various circular walks in the area. As the recent 
pandemic has shown access to green spaces and outdoor exercise is important for good mental and physical health. This proposal seriously damages 
this access and amenity. Who wants to walk along a path between an industrial building and a  busy noisy and polluting motorway? 
The industrial character further being emphasised by the path being tarmac not a natural path. These things will only serve to discourage usage and 
generally harm the wellbeing of the area.  
 

21 I wish to strongly object to the relocation of the footpath 
1) Removal of biodiversity and removal of animal corridors 
3) Some parts of the route are moved to the most polluted areas of the site for instance alongside the M62 . making the route unpleasant, would you 
wish to walk on the hard shoulder of the M62. 
4) if Kirkless council obeyed the local plan , there would be no need to relocate.  
5) Total removal of Amenity , to be replaced by tarmac and fences  
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6) Safety , nothing in place for crossing over the site entrance for instance traffic lights 
7) The area will be and fill unsafe as in some places and escape from an attacker would be difficult, this has already been pointed out  
8) Noise would increase with the sound and HGV's would replace the sound of birds , making it an unpleasant experience  
9) The relocation of a right of way should be to improve the safety and experience , This makes the route worse and the increase in length , would 
make it more difficult for the older generation . 
10) Seen people that have attended the local burial site and use this right of way to gather thoughts in a beautiful setting , this will be replaced by 
walking the parameter of a massive warehouse , who would wish to do that. 
 

22 I object to this proposal on the following grounds:- 
1. The proposed Amazon fulfilment building has not yet received Council approval and with over 1,500 complaints received by the Council this 
building should not go ahead and the public footpath should be retained. 
2. The existing pathway before the M62 was built, was not just a public pathway but was the official local cart track (CT) that linked Whitehall Road to 
Whitechapel Road by the Brown Cow Inn. This was amended to the existing pathway when the M62 was built. 
3. The existing public pathway passes directly over the old underground workings of  both the Chairbarrows Colliery and the Wavell pit so there should 
only be new smaller buildings built over them, not the Amazon monstrosity being put forward. Chairbarrows Colliery was re-routed across Whitehall 
Road at some time after 1905. 
4. The proposed new route is down the side of the site adjacent to the M62. When added to the increased pollution from the HGVs and staff cars 
using the new site,this will mean increased air pollution for users of the new route as well as being less aesthetically pleasing compared with the green 
fields at present. 
5. Users of the new route will be subject to higher noise levels from motorway traffic and vehicles using the new facility if this is passed by the Council. 
This is actually borne out by ISG’s own noise report and diagram. 
6. The length of the new pathway is nearly double in length compared with existing pathway and together with increased air pollution will mean that I 
(living on Whitehall Road)  will no longer use this to go to Cleckheaton. 
7. The proposed new pathway is proposed to be tarmacced. This will lead to a major loss of biodiversity and wildlife. 
8. If Kirklees Planning Officers had followed the Inspector’s recommendations of a reduced development on this site then the existing  pathway could 
have been retained. 
9. Bearing in mind the busy access for HGVs on Whitehall Road, there does not appear to be anything in the revised submitted plans to guarantee the 
safety of pedestrians exiting onto Whitehall Road from the new proposed route.. I would have thought that a bridge or underground pass way would 
be a minimum requirements. The existing bollards in the middle of Whitehall Road would certainly be insufficient if the new Amazon application gets 
approved by the Council. 
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I sincerely hope that the council listens to me and any other complainants and retains the existing public path. 
 

23 I am emailing you to object to the proposed diversion of public footpath 24. Green space is extremely important to both wildlife and people's 
wellbeing. 
If these plans would come to fruition, it would result in less people walking and less wildlife in the area which will have an impact on the local food 
chain. This would mean our local farmers would come up against issues, which would result in us having to bring more food into to the district, rather 
than sourcing it from the area. 
Other than jobs to the district the proposed plans do nothing for the area. That said those jobs would be filled by people from across the country due 
to the nature of the roles. 
 

24 This proposal should be rejected on so many grounds including the following about which I feel most strongly and have most concern. 
The current views of the rapidly reducing rural countryside on the Spen Valley Heritage Trail would be replaced by views of an imposing and 
incongruous warehouse building, apparently the largest building in Kirklees. 
The path is being diverted towards the areas of the site which are subject to the highest air pollution. Air pollution is obviously harmful to public 
health and all the associated costs thereof 
I have used this path for many years in earlier days on jogging runs and latterly as a refreshing stroll (xxxxx). It will no longer be at all refreshing it will 
be awful in every way.  
The enjoyment of walking in a rural setting on a soft natural surface will be completely removed. 
This proposal will discourage and remove the enjoyment of walking the parts of the Heritage Trail and its associated cultural legacy of the wool trade, 
luddites, and the industrial revolution. 
The proposal brings together at the crossing point on Whitehall Road vans, HGVs, speeding motorway traffic and the footpath pedestrians. No regard 
appears to have been given to the safety and convenience of pedestrians and various children's groups. 
These groups of children from schools, scouts and other youth organizations are taken over these fields and told about the about the heritage trail 
and all it stands for. 
This proposal will discourage and remove the enjoyment of walking the parts of the Heritage Trail and its associated cultural legacy of the wool trade, 
luddites, and the industrial revolution.  
The job of explaining how the race for profit should now take precedence over everything, and results in this monstrosity of a 265,00 sq. m 
warehouse, is a part of a heritage they can be proud of, will be left to the volunteer guides. Good luck with that. 
 

25 This proposal should be rejected on so many grounds including the following about which I feel most strongly and have most concern: 
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The path is being diverted towards the areas of the site which are subject to the highest air pollution. Air pollution is harmful to public health 
The proposal brings together at the crossing point on Whitehall Road vans, HGVs, speeding motorway traffic and the footpath pedestrians. No regard 
appears to have been given to the safety and convenience of pedestrians. 
I have used this path for many years in earlier days on jogging runs and latterly as a refreshing stroll (xxxxx). 
 

26 This proposal should be rejected on so many grounds including the following about which I feel most strongly and have most concern. 
1. The path is being diverted towards the areas of the site which are subject to the highest air pollution.  
2. The current views of rural countryside on the Kirklees way and Spen Valley Heritage Trail would be replaced by views of an imposing 

warehouse building. 
3. This proposal will remove the enjoyment of walking the parts of the Heritage Trail. 
4. Where the footpath joins the A58 there appears to be no regard to the safety and convenience of pedestrians. 
5. I use this path every week when I go jogging and at the moment feel safe and away from any traffic. 

In conclusion I object to the whole development 
 

27 I strongly object to the moving of this Heritage Footpath.  This is a very scenic heritage trail which has been here for a very long time.  People use this 
to experience the countryside with (xxxxx) and exercise their animals - this is the whole point of having a scenic heritage trail. 
Amazon just want to move this out of the way so they can continue with their distruction of the area.  The proposal is to completely dehumanise this 
and include it within their very heavy duty traffic system it would be just like walking on the pavement with added HGVs, all manor of traffic.  This 
would not be safe for anyone.  The whole point of a heritage trail is countryside do Amazon understand this, personally they don't really care!!!! 
Strong objection of all of this Amazon crazyness. 
 

28 I stongly object to the plans to change the footpath at Whitehall road cleckheaton. 
Little consideration has been given to pedestrian safety both by increased exposure to High levels of noise and air polution from extension of the path 
alongside the m62 and the exit points that will force pedestrians to either cross the busy a58 or go across a busy junction with artic lorries hurtling in 
and out of the new Amazon distribution centre. 
As this walk is supposed to highlight our past and how the beauty of our area, I hardly think breathing fumes as you walk next to a motorway past a 
massive warehouse, dodging lorries as you try to walk past the entrance is really achieving that aim. 
I would like to see this refused 
 

29 Here are the objections and queries I have  
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1) Most areas of footpath will change and will now be tarmac. This is not in keeping with Heritage trail. 
2) The affect on biodiversity and removal of animal corridors 
3) Some parts of the route are changed to the most polluted areas of the site for instance alongside the M62 . This will make  the route unpleasant. 
People do not want to  
walk on the hard shoulder of the M62. 
4) Have Kirkless council obeyed the local plan and the government inspectorate. If so, there would be no need to relocate.  
5) Total destruction of Amenity , to be replaced by tarmac and fences. How green is that?  
6) Lack of Safety , nothing in place for crossing over the site entrance for instance traffic lights 
7) The area will be and fell unsafe  in some places and escape from an attacker would be difficult, this has already been pointed out  
8) Noise pollution will increase with the sound of HGV's replacing the sound of birds , making it an unpleasant experience  
9) The relocation of a right of way should be to improve the safety and experience of the public. This makes the route worse and the increase in length 
would make it more difficult for the older generation . 
10)most areas of footpath would now be tarmac , which is not in keeping of the heritage trail.  
11) Are the public aware of these changes and the effect it will have on them? 
12) Are these changes in the public interest or is there another agenda? 
 

30 I am writing concerning the application to  divert  the public footpath, as above, to accommodate the  proposed Amazon warehouse site.  
The footpath is part of the Spen Valley Heritage Trail and regularly used by the local and wider community. (xxxxx) I frequently use this path as part of 
various circular routes in our efforts to maintain both (xxxxx) physical and mental well-being.  
Re routing this path, so that it becomes a tarmaced path running between the development and the motorway, is not acceptable. Users, taking this 
path, would be exposed to unhealthy levels of noise and air pollution  as well as having to walk beside high, unsightly fences. I believe that the 
applicant’s own Air and Noise pollution assessments state that this would be the case. This makes me wonder what duty of care they are showing to 
the local community. 
The purpose of the Spen Valley Heritage Trail is to provide users with a pleasant walking experience. This diversion will ruin that.  
I ask you not to accept this application, as to do so further erodes the green environment and offers no benefit to the local community.  
 

31 I wish to object to the proposed diversion. The path is to be moved from the centre of the field to the edges adjacent to the M62 ,A58 and a proposed 
lorry park. This will majorly affect enjoyment of this part of the Spen Valley Heritage Trail. Noise pollution and Air pollution will be dramatically 
increased and the route will be squeezed between an enormous warehouse and busy roads reducing the pleasure of walking it to zero. In addition the 
tarmaccing over of a large part of the site will have a drastic effect on wildlife and biodiversity in the area 
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Please do not allow this to happen 
 

32 My objections are as follows 
Users would be subject to increased air and noise pollution 
Removal of biodiversity and wildlife corridor by proposed use of tarmac surface 
Spen Valley Heritage Trail - would discourage and remove enjoyment of walking the parts of the Heritage Trail that cross through Scholes 
 

33 On behalf of (xxxx) I object to the changes as follows 1.The proposed development is outside the scope of the Local Plan and does no align to the 
agreed legal plan, in fact the inspector specifically reduced the scale. Of any development in this area and this was agreed 2.From a countryside point 
of view the whole development is not aligned to various planning policy and will be a blot on the landscape 3. The proposed  changes  to Spen 24 
making more than double the length aligned to motorway not only reducing the wellness aspect when walking but increasing health risks via 
pollution. Any wildlife will be driven away totally changing the aspect of the Spen Heritage Trail 
 

34 I strongly object to the idea of A footpath across the \\\\amazon building site. 
Leave the Heritage Footpath alone. 
Who wants to walk amongst HGV Trafic. 
 

35 I strongly object to the movement of this footpath in other words it's removal and adding to a traffic system. 
What is actually happening is the footpath is being abolished and included within the heavy road traffic system which amazon want. 
For a start the warehouse is far too big for the area in question, any wildlife and spen heritage completely obliterated.  This along with all the other 
serious issues amazon have caused - major gas pipes, pollution and traffic loss of residential area . 
All for what Kirklees "money" someone in your council someone has agreed to all this this otherwise it would not have got to the agonising stage it 
has for the residents.  I thought councils acted for the peoples i.e. residents.  Looks like we have fallen by the wayside and been forgotten so "money" 
is now priority regardless of consequences.   
You really are a dreadful council.  NO 
 

36 I write to strongly object to diversion of the above footpath which would be neccesary to allow the proposed Amazon to go ahead. 
This footpath forms part of the Spen Valley Heritage Trail and is used regularly by many locals, Walking groups and schools. 
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The proposed diversion would move the route from a path across farm land, with birds and wildlife, to a part tarmac path which would run adjacent 
to the M62 and A58. Users would be subject to the air pollution from these roads, which are frequently at a standstill due to traffic queuing. Along 
with the noise pollution from the motorway and the loading bays from the proposed development. 
Air pollution is this area is already a problem and should be taken more seriously. 
Who would consider taking a walk and getting excercise along side a motorway or a busy A road?? 
Planning policies should enhance and protect public rights of way and this diversion should be refused. 
 

37 I object to the diversion of the footpath. This will have it running through a high air pollution zone. It would defeat the object of going for a walk to get 
some fresh air. 
 

38 This proposal should be rejected on so many different grounds including the following about which I feel most strongly and have most concern. 
I have used this path for many years in earlier days on jogging runs and latterly as a refreshing stroll (xxxxx) 
The proposal brings together at the crossing point on Whitehall Road vans, HGVs, speeding motorway traffic and the footpath pedestrians. No regard 
appears to have been given to the safety and convenience of pedestrians. 
The current views of rural countryside on the Spen Valley Heritage Trail would be replaced by views of an imposing and incongruous warehouse 
building, apparently the largest building in Kirklees. 
The enjoyment of walking in a rural setting on a soft natural surface will be completely removed. 
This proposal will discourage and remove the enjoyment of walking the parts of the Heritage Trail and its associated cultural legacy of the wool trade, 
luddites, and the industrial revolution. 
Groups of children from schools, scouts and other youth organizations are taken over these fields and told about the about the heritage trail and all it 
stands for. 
The job of explaining how the race for profit takes precedence over everything, and results in this monstrosity of a 265,00 sq m warehouse , is a part 
of a heritage they can be proud of, will be left to the volunteer guides. 
 

39 Objection to the Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 at Whitehall Road, Cleckheaton.  Town & Country Planning Act 1990, section 
257   
I wish to strongly object to this proposal. Walking alongside the motorway and breathing all the fumes is detrimental to the health of these walkers or 
anyone using the proposed path.  
When it is found that fumes from traffic cause asthma sufferers and people with breathing problems extreme health problems. Councils should be 
doing far more to prevent health problems. It is scandalous that this proposal is being considered. Noxious exhaust fumes are dangerous. Councils 
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should be held responsible or at least make every effort to create a safe environment for walkers and not create dangers by moving footpaths nearer 
to noxious emitting vehicles next to motorways.  
 

40 This proposal should be rejected on a number of grounds.  
This proposal should be rejected on so many grounds including the following about which I feel most strongly and have most concern. 
The proposal brings together at the crossing point on Whitehall Road vans, HGVs, speeding motorway traffic and the footpath pedestrians. No regard 
appears to have been given to the safety and convenience of pedestrians. 
This proposal will discourage and remove the enjoyment of walking the parts of the Heritage Trail and its associated cultural legacy of the wool trade, 
luddites, and the industrial revolution. 
The path is being diverted towards the areas of the site which are subject to the highest air pollution. Air pollution is harmful to public health 
The current views of rural countryside on the Spen Valley Heritage Trail would be replaced by views of an imposing and incongruous warehouse 
building, apparently the largest building in Kirklees. 
The enjoyment of walking in a rural setting on a soft natural surface will be completely removed. 
Groups of children from schools, scouts and other youth organizations are taken over these fields and told about the about the heritage trail and all it 
stands for. 
The job of explaining how the race for profit takes precedence over everything, and results in this monstrosity of a 265,00 sq m warehouse , is a part 
of a heritage they can be proud of, will be left to the volunteer guides. 
 

41 I object to the proposed footpath diversion as it will now run alongside the motorway and not only will this cause noise pollution but air pollution for 
(xxxxx) children. We use this footpath regularly. The footpath will also become much longer and less rural, The proposed development fails to protect 
and enhance public rights of way, or ensure conflicts between pedestrians, cyclists and vehicles have been considered and minimised, and should 
therefore be refused in accordance with NPPF Paragraph’s 100 and 112. 
 

42 I wish to object to the above proposed footpath diversion and to the creation of a bridleway (location C-D on the plan). 
The diversion is requested in order to enable a wholly inappropriate development for the intended site, the subject of planning application 
2021/92603, which would occupy the field through which the footpath passes, and without which the diversion would be unnecessary. The 
development of itself would in any case render the footpath unattractive to walkers. 
The diversion would involve a significant detour for walkers, discouraging active travel, would keep the path close to the M62 for longer and would no 
longer line up with the continuation of the path north of Whitehall Road. It appears from the build plan that walkers on the path wishing to continue 
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north of Whitehall Road would have to cross the road at a hazardous point adjacent to the vehicular access/egress to/from the proposed 
development.  
Adding horses to the mix at a particularly busy and hazardous location on Whitehall Road, with or without the proposed development, by adding a 
bridleway between the road and the Spen Valley Greenway does not seem very sensible. 
The attached map shows no bridleway on the Spen Valley Greenway, presumably because the Greenway is a permissive bridleway only. 
Such an intervention might also conflict with possible use of the former railway, currently occupied by the Greenway, for a mass transit 
route,  potentially part of an early phase of a system being developed by West Yorkshire Combined Authority. 
 

43 I would like to strongly object to the diversion of this Heritage Trail footpath. I along (xxxxx) run a walking group called (xxxxx). This is a  walking for 
health and wellbeing group which is part of Kirklees Wellbeing Network. We try to keep our walks away from the roads and even the Greenway 
whenever possible and this is part of one of our walks. If this is allowed to be diverted it would mean walking alongside of the motorway for a long 
period of time as the path is increased by quite a distance. THIS WOULD CREATE A HUGE NOISE AND AIR POLLUTION PROBLEM as the M62 is often 
gridlocked at junction 26 and would make it impossible for us to use this section of the path. It would also spoil the enjoyment of the walk as the 
views would be either the motorway on one side or the huge warehouse on the other, whereas now the views of the countryside from the fields are 
lovely. (xxxxx) can be seen on facebook. 
 

44 I would like to strongly object to the proposed stopping up of the current public footpath at this site, and to the creation of an alternative footpath. 
The proposed diversion moves the path from the centre of the land to the edge of the busy motorway and along the A58. I feel that this will subject 
walkers to increased air pollution, particularly as this stretch of the M62 is regularly at a standstill due to issues with the local infrastructure. The A58 
will have substantially more HGV traffic, parallel to the proposed footpath. The applicant's own air pollution assessment indicates that the proposed 
diversion goes through areas of the site which are subject to the highest air pollution levels. The odour from traffic fumes alone would seriously curtail 
my enjoyment of the walk and would probably put me off using the footpath at all. 
This change will also mean that users will be subject to higher noise levels. The applicant's own noise report confirms that the proposed change will 
substantially increase noise levels. In my opinion, this will have a detrimental impact on users' enjoyment of the site. 
The proposal to tarmac a new footpath will have a serious impact on biodiversity. The current footpath provides a wildlife corridor, but the proposed 
retaining wall between the warehouse and the footpath does not contain breaks, which would allow wildlife to move around the remaining 
fields/green spaces. In my opinion, a tarmac path would lead to habitat loss and increase habitat fragmentation. 
The proposal will have a massive impact for users of the Spen Valley Heritage Trail, which serves to highlight the cultural legacy of the woollen trade 
and the industrial revolution. This trail is used by members of the public, walking groups and also participants in the Duke of Edinburgh Award 
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scheme. The fact that users will be subject to increased air and noise pollution, whilst having the views removed by the massive warehouse and a 
retaining wall, will discourage people from using the path or seriously curtail their enjoyment of it. 
It is also of concern that the crossing point on Whitehall Road would be at the proposed HGV access, which puts pedestrians at serious risk. This fails 
to comply with NPPF paragraph 112 which states that " ... applications for development should c) create places that are safe, secure and attractive - 
which minimise the scope for conflicts between pedestrians, cyclists and vehicles". 
In addition to this, NPPF Paragraph 100 states: "Planning policies and decisions should protect and enhance public rights of way and access, including 
taking opportunities to provide better facilities for users ..". In my opinion, the diversion of this footpath would directly contravene this statement, as 
the public right of way would be subject to increased air and noise pollution, and a decrease in enjoyment.  
I hope that you take these objections into account when considering the diversion of the existing footpath. 
 

45 I wish to object to the above proposal in the strongest possible terms for the following reasons;- 
1) If approved, walkers on the diverted path will be subject to air & noise pollution on a much increased scale, having to walk with the motorway in 
close proximity on the one hand along with similar pollution from the other side emanating from the HGVs entering, leaving and manouvering within 
the site itself. 
2) The increase in length of this section of the path will no doubt deter many walkers from using this section of the Spen Heritage Trail, a walk which is 
publicised by the long-distance waking group ,(a national organisation), through whom the descriptive booklet continues to generate steady sales via 
Cleckheaton & District Rotary Club. 
3) The proposed utilisation of hard, tarmac- type surfacing will also deter walkers along with its effects on wildlife diversity & mobility. 
 

46 (xxxxx)…we wish to strongly object to the proposed diversion of the public footpath, Spenborough 24 at Whitehall Road, Cleckheaton. 
(xxxxx).  This diversion will result in a pleasant walk across a field being diverted adjacent to the M62 motorway with an extra 400 metres of length 
and all the additional noise and air pollution that can be expected. 
We were under the impression that Kirklees were trying to promote walking and cycling, not discouraging it by making it less pleasant and more 
difficult  
(xxxxx)  I have walked the Spen Heritage trail, some parts several times including this section. If this diversion were to be approved then this section of 
the trail would be significantly less appealing and would likely be much less used. 
 

47 See separate email, too large to include 

48 See separate email, too large to include (letter attached) 

49 See separate email, too large to include (letter attached) 
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50 See separate email, too large to include 

51 I am a frequent walker along parts of the circular footpath known as the Spen Heritage Trail. The application for the construction of the proposed 
Amazon warehouse off Whitehall Road, calls for the rerouting of the footpath between Whitehall Road and Whitechapel Road.  
There is significant degradation in the visual aspects of the proposed new route compared to the existing route which is mainly across open fields. 
I therefore object most strongly to the application to re-route the path. 
 

52 (xxxxx) …I would like to register my objection to the proposed diversion of this section of the Spen 
Valley Heritage Trail, in the strongest terms.  This is a route regularly used and enjoyed by myself (xxxxx), and many walking groups from Bradford and 
Calderdale, whose boundaries are cheek to jowl with this lovely lung of farm land. 
We look forward to being out in the countryside for enjoyment, health - both physical and mental - and this section of land allows us to do that in a 
relative pollution-free atmosphere away from the ever burgeoning noise of traffic on the nearby M62, specifically at Junction 26 at Chain Bar which is 
already heavily congested and heavily polluted.  
This section of path offers a lovely walk on the Trail and the proposed diversion would be totally horrendous and destroy any eco benefits  and 
beautiful views provided by the existing right of way.  If this proposal is allowed, walkers would be shadowed by a huge warehouse and high walls and 
squeezed into a path skirting the M62 - with all its existing noise and pollution levels. 
This year’s G7 Summit was held barely six weeks ago, reminding the world of its ecological responsibilities to grow food locally, wherever possible, and 
do whatever it can to reduce CO2 emissions and reduce our carbon footprint.  
Please, Kirklees Council, think about this and do not bulldoze away our rights of way and this wonderful section of footpath,  
which should be protected for generations to come. 
 

53 I would like to strongly object to the diversion of our public footpath which is part of the Spenborough Way Heritage Trail.  The council may not be 
aware of the importance of this 21 mile trail which covers every town and village in Spen and our historical heritage which includes the Luddites and 
the Bronte connections at The Red house and Oakwell Hall.. 
Some of the most serious aspects of the removal of this part of the trail is obviously the air and noise pollution of the M62 and A58. 
Would you choose to walk down the hard shoulder of the M62 for recreation and enjoyment? 
The pollution from the chain bar is one of the worst in the country and without our paths and the greenway etc we would have no protection 
whatsoever.  Users of the proposed footpath would be subject to increased pollution.  It would also increase the distance of the path. 
It would also remove the biodiversity and wildlife corridor by proposed use of tarmac surface. The enjoyment of walking in a rural setting on natural 
surface would be completely removed. 
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'There doesn't seem to be any justification for it' according to the Planning Consultant.  The locals are worried about crossing the road to get to the 
footpath because it will be constantly used by HGVs .  The whole thing is a risk to our (xxxxx) health.  I dread to think of the path being underused 
because the public are treated like second class citizens 'like it or lump it' attitude.  Also of course the size of the warehouse will dwarf the path and 
make an enjoyable way very unpleasant and unsafe. 
 

54 I wish to state my objections to the above proposed diversion for the following reasons. 
The present footpath facilitates a peaceful, rural walk in nature with far reaching views and a natural surface underfoot encouraging healthy exercise, 
all of which benefit both physical and mental well being.  To divert the footpath to a 4m (approx) wide stretch of hard surface placed between a high 
gabion wall (plus any traffic from the proposed development) and the M62/M606/A58 network would be harmful to health due to increased noise 
and traffic pollution plus the loss of all the aforementioned benefits. 
The footpath is shown on the OS 1882 map. A diversion would wipe out at least 140 years of our local history, which is in total opposition to what a 
local Heritage Trail represents.  
To exit a bridleway on to the A58/ Whitehall Road would bring riders/horses into conflict with traffic and pose a hazard to both parties. 
 

55 I wish to object to the above proposed diversion of public footpath for the following reasons: 
1. Loss of habitat and wildlife would occur if the footpath were diverted and hard surfaced 
2. The proposed diversion would substantially increase noise and air pollution for walkers.  
3. The application states "It is in accordance with the Kirklees Council Rights of Way Improvement plan",  but the Improvement Plan clearly states 
that  "The recreational type paths tend to be in the countryside areas and these particular paths should be managed in character within the rural 
setting".  Hard surfacing of the path and diverting it between a high gabion wall and the motorway therefore goes directly against the plan.  
 

56 See separate email, too large to include 

57 See separate email, too large to include 

58 See separate email, too large to include 

59 Objection to the Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 at Whitehall Road, Cleckheaton. Town & Country Planning Act 1990, section 
257  
We are seriously concerned by the above proposal and urge you not to allow it to proceed.  
The path is, as you will be aware, part of the Spen Way Heritage Trail and rerouting it will significantly reduce walkers' enjoyment.  
There will be increased pollution from traffic and noise if the path is nearer to the M62 but also large walls will restirct users' views of the local 
countryside.  
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The proposed Tarmac surface will deprive local wildlife of a corridor to cross the land included in the Amazon development which is, in our opinion, 
far too large for the site.  
The length of the path across the field will increase from around 470 to 840 metres, all because the proposed development is far bigger than that for 
which the land was originally designated.  
Increased traffic on the A58 Whitehall Road will make crossing for walkers difficult and dangerous. The planned rerouting of the path does not appear 
to have taken this into consideration.  
Please do not allow this to happen! 
 

60 Yesterday I walked this footpath. I found a pleasant, well-used path, running between fields and a well established hedge that reached above my head 
and included hawthorn, holly and blackberry brambles. Part of the path runs next to the M62, and part of this stretch is next to a head height stone 
wall topped by railings. 
I see from the proposed diversion that the new path route would follow firstly the A58, then the M62. These are both busy roads now, without the 
additional traffic associated with the Amazon development. Yesterday, on a wet Sunday afternoon, there was a constant noise of speeding traffic 
while walking next to the motorway. A longer route next to major roads would be much less pleasant than the current route. 
I also note that it is proposed that a retaining wall will be built between the diverted footpath and the warehouse. The short stretch I walked with a 
tall wall on one side gave a feeling of enclosure and constraint, much different to the sense of enjoyment felt walking next to the hedge. 
It is impossible to divert the footpath and provide something as valuable as what is there now. It would result in a longer walk next to busy roads, 
being exposed to the noise and air pollution of heavy traffic. It would replace an open, natural route on earth with an enclosed, tarmacadam path. It 
would remove an established hedgerow, a valuable habitat and corridor for wildlife. Even if equivalent planting is made, it would be years before the 
new hedge is established and providing the same benefits to wildlife and walkers as the existing one. 
For these reasons I object to the proposed diversion. 
 

61 I am writing to object to the proposed diversion of the public footpath ‘Spenborough 24 at Whitehall Road Cleckheaton’. 
I object for the following reasons: 
One: The footpath does not need to be moved if the proposed warehouse development does not go ahead, or if the development sticks to the outline 
of the local plan. If the local plan is adhered to movement of the footpath is not necessary meaning the Spen Valley Heritage Trail would not be 
affected. 
Two: Pollution. The proposed diversion will move the footpath from running across open farmland to going down the side of the M62, this move will 
negate any health benefits received from walking due to the increased air pollution from breathing in the fumes from the M62 on one side and the 
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warehouse development on the other if it goes ahead. You also would need to walk further on the A58 Whitehall Road to continue the walk on the 
other side of the road - increasing exposure to pollution. 
Noise pollution would also be an issue from the trucks being loaded / unloaded and reversing beepers. 
Three: Safety! (xxxxx) …I would not feel safe walking down the path (which I currently use often for exercise) in its new proposed layout; one side is a 
steep bank onto the M62, the other side a high wall - where would you go if threatened. There are already cases of mugging on the Greenway why 
would this be any different? 
Also on the safety front, the crossing of the A58 to continue the walk would be more dangerous due to the increased levels of traffic should the 
proposed warehouse get the go ahead. 
 

62 See separate email, too large to include (letter attached) 

63 I would like to object to the diversion of the public footpath on spenborough 24 at Whitehall Road for the following reasons: 
Impact to wildlife- using none natural surface will make wildlife less likely to use the path which is currently used to connect cleckheaton and scholes. 
There's deer,  rabbits,  foxes,  bats, rare birds all using this area.   
The long standing public walkway will be extended and result in inconvenience to the public.  It will be less desirable due to increased pollution being 
nearer the motorway area and noise pollution. 
I do not believe a heritage walk should be diverted or impacted for yet another building that looks like giant lump of lego....! It is appalling you are 
even considering this.  Too much of our heritage and old buildings have been lost already .... leaving our city becoming increasingly ugly and  dull!  
Please put a stop to this impact to our walkers and our neighbourhood. 
 

64 I am writing to object in the strongest of terms to the proposed application to divert part of public footpath at land west of the M62 and south of 
Whitehall Road, Cleckheaton. The application is made on the grounds that it is required to implement planning application 2021/92603 for the 
erection of storage and distribution unit (use class B8) with ancillary offices, car parking, servicing landscaping and access. 
Reasons for my objection: 
1. This footpath forms part of the Heritage trail and it is wholly inappropriate for this route to be diverted alongside the hard shoulder of the M62 2. 
Use of tarmac to surface this re-routed path will destroy habitat and eco-systems for local wildlife already at risk from the development 3. Users of the 
path looking for exercise and fresh air (the majority) will be subject to air and noise pollution from the motorway 4. Users will also be looking at a very 
congested motorway, or worse the new loading bay rather than enjoying the current green space 5. The length of the diverted route is double the 
existing - this will be an inconvenience for many users who may no longer be able to use it due to the time it will take to reach the same destination 
I’m astounded at the audacity of these developers and their complete disregard for the local community.  I sincerely hope Kirklees planners see sense 
and do the right thing to protect our right of way. 
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65 I wish to strongly object  to this Proposal because: 
1. This is a significant change to the existing public footpath/ Spen Valley heritage trail. The length of this section  of the footpath is considerably 
increased by nearly 400 metres and the new section of footpath runs parallel and very close to the M62 and then the A58 rather than through fields. 
Air Pollution is very significantly increased for walkers from the proximity to major roads and the HGV loading yards of the proposed development. 
Dangers to health are increased. 
2. Noise pollution is significantly increased for the same reasons as above. 
3. The attractiveness of this section of the spen heritage trail is reduced substantially, being next to the M62 and a 23metre tall warehouse as well as 
health affecting pollution, thereby resulting in less useage. 
4. The inspector  recognised these issues in her local plan review and her decision to reduce the net developable area of the site and to recommend 
an indicative capacity ten time less than in the proposed development allows for a much more desirable and much less polluting footpath location. 
5. The footpath crossing route across the A58 is proposed to be adjacent to an extremely busy HGV and  other traffic exit from the site increasing 
safety hazards. 
6. The proposed development fails to enhance and protect existing public rights if way and fails to resolve conflicts between vehicles and 
pedestrians/cyclists- it should be rejected in accordance with NPPF paragraphs 100 and 112. 
 

66/67 Letter 

68 Letter  

69 Letter  

70 I would like to strongly object to the above proposed diversion of said footpath on several grounds. 
Firstly, the diversion would bring the footpath much closer to the motorway causing the walker to breathe in a much heavier polluted air. Obviously 
this is not good for anyone’s health and also not a relaxing,enjoyable walk. On another point, the diversion would also be a lot noiser on account of 
the proximity to the motorway. Again this spoils any enjoyment of the footpath. Also I object strongly on the diversion with regard to the loss of 
biodiversity/wildlife this will cause. Many people like to use the footpath to see birds, insects etc. All this will be lost if the footpath is moved. Lastly 
the footpath is part of the Spen Way Heritage trail, by moving said footpath it would be causing great detriment to the trail. It would not encourage 
people to walk the trail with views of a huge warehouse. Hardly relaxing and scenic. 
As many people discovered during the pandemic, a walk in the fields or a green space is very therapeutic, therefore I would ask that this proposal is 
turned down. 
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71 OBJECTION TO THE PROPOSED DIVERSION OF PUBLIC FOOTPATH SPENBOROUGH 24 AT WHITEHALL ROAD, CLECKHEATON, TOWN & COUNTRY 
PLANNING ACT 1990 SECTION 257 
SPEN VALLEY HERITAGE TRAIL DIVERSION 
The right of way (Spen Valley Heritage Trail), is proposed to be diverted alongside the M62 Motorway.  The existing right of way follows the ancient 
right of way from Whitehall Road (with Roman connections) to the ancient religious site of Whitechapel Church whose ancestry dates back to the 11th 
Century and beyond.  Our heritage is completely being ignored.   
It is proposed that the footpath is to be diverted along a veritable ‘ravine’ between the M62 embankment and the side of the Amazon warehouse 
development which is, incidentally, the largest such facility in the UK.  There will be no views for a considerable distance apart from the walls of the 
warehouse and the side of the motorway! 
Noise levels will be completely unacceptable and ear defenders will be recommended to walkers.  There will be the roar of the Motorway, traffic on 
Whitehall Road (A58 Trunk Road), not to mention the noise of the reversing HGV vehicles driving into the bays (44 per hour we are told)!  
The path will be much steeper than it is now and the pollution levels will inevitably be massively increased.  This area already has high pollution on the 
WHO scale but it will be throat choking and eye-watering along this section of diverted footpath.  It will certainly not be conducive to a healthy stroll 
in the countryside as now recommended by GP’s everywhere and Kirklees own Environmental team.    
We are told that part of the pathway is to become a bridleway.  This does sound very pleasant until we realise that the bridleway will run alongside 
the A58, near to the warehouse with its relentless flow of HGV’s and constant noises which will cause fear and distress to most horses and ponies on 
the bridleway.  The noise will not be constant but erratic and unpredictable, the worst type of noise for horses.  The consequence will be that these 
noises will cause considerable danger for both riders and horses, bucking, bolting or suddenly stopping in fear.  Not a good place for a bridleway.  
The Consultation for the Local Plan removed this field from Green Belt on condition that the development covered only 10.68 hectares and did not 
affect the rights of way pathways.  However, this has been completely ignored by Kirklees Panning and the warehouse building is now plandded to 
cover over double that restriction on size, with consequent detriment to rights of way, pollution, flooding, traffic flow and causing many, many more 
problems.     
 

72 Objection to the Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 at Whitehall Road, Cleckheaton. Town & Country Planning Act 1990, section 
257 
Please find below my objections to the diversion of this footpath. I have taken my key points from the Save Our Spen website. (xxxxx)… whilst they 
recommend that objections be written in people's own words I agree with the key points they have raised and have taken my cue from their lead. 
Users would be subject to Increased Air Pollution due to the proposed route of the diversion. 
Putting more of the route of the path adjacent to the motorway at the east of the site and A58 would expose users to increased levels of air pollution. 
Air quality encountered by people in Kirklees is one of the Council's key areas of concern and this proposal does not align with that. 
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User would be subject to Increased Noise Pollution due to the proposed route of the diversion 
The first few metres of the path are already extremely noisy due to the closeness to the motorway and a retaining wall at nearby residential homes. 
This noise level drops substantially as you progress over the footpath and through the field. 
I have walked on this path regularly and have experienced this myself. If the path is diverted then the whole route will be noisier. 
Removal of enjoyment due to huge increase in length of public footpath 
This will automatically decrease the desire to use this route together with removing enjoyment and making this a more strenuous journey. 
Removal of biodiversity and wildlife corridor by proposed use of tarmac surface. 
The enjoyment of walking in a rural setting on a soft natural surface will be completely removed. With it the biodiversity will be removed, no worms, 
bugs, or spiders can permeate or be provided a habitat by a tarmac surface.  
Indeed, the pleasure of walking along the hedgerow will be gone, along with the flora and fauna. 
Spen Way Heritage Trail – This footpath forms part of the Heritage Trail 
This proposal will discourage and remove the enjoyment of walking the parts of the Heritage Trail that cross through Scholes.  
 
Many thanks for the opportunity to air my views. 
 

73 Re: Objection to the Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 at Whitehall Road, Cleckheaton.  Town & Country Planning Act 1990, 
section 257   
It is called the Greenway because it is supposed to be Green, people do not want to walk and cycle alongside busy roads and industrial sites.  
The Greenway, if moved as proposed, would cause users increased risk of air pollution whilst using the path, and reduce enjoyment due to traffic 
noise and fumes from the M62, A58 and the proposed Amazon site, which Kirklees are determined to allow despite obvious detriment to local people. 
The diverted footpath will be next to the HGV loading area according to the most recent Amazon proposal.  
Spen Valley Heritage trail and Greenway go through the proposed Amazon site. To reroute both of these rights of way will be detrimental to the public 
who use them. Changing these routes from open spaces in fresh air to walking alongside the largest Amazon facility in the UK (based on square 
metres) will change from being a healthy pleasant activity to an unsafe and unhealthy walk, along a 'ravine' between the amazon site and the 
motorway. One side will be a steep embankment to the motorway and the other a high security wall and fence. Potential victims will be totally hidden 
from passers-by, unless they also happen to be following the same route, and there will be too much traffic noise to hear calls for help. Is Kirklees 
happy to take this risk and explain why to any future victims? It will also expose users to high pollution levels, for a longer distance than the original 
route.  
Planning regulations call for any design to take safety and security into account, these reroutes have been designed simply to allow Amazon to go 
ahead with their plans. No consideration for public safety or enjoyment of the path users.   
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The suggestion to include a bridleway is totally unfeasible, crossing main roads and walking along noisy busy roads is dangerous for both horses and 
riders.  Adding a bridleway to make the plans seem more inclusive without regard for safety is dangerous.  
Spen Valley Heritage Trail will lose its view of historical places that can be seen from the existing path.  
The reroute will be worse for the environment and wildlife, there are no animal crossings in the proposal. These footpaths are shown on an Ordnance 
Survey map from 1854, is money and greed a good enough reason to destroy our history?   
When the Local Plan was written the Planning Inspector intended to keep these paths in their current place. What was the point in wasting money on 
the Local Plan if all the recommendations are ignored?  
Please do not allow the proposed changes.  
 

74 (xxxxx) object to this proposal. 
There is no planning permission granted for this site and therefore the critera of s257 are not met. See below.  
257Footpaths [F1, bridleways and restricted byways] affected by development: orders by other authorities. 
(1)Subject to section 259, a competent authority may by order authorise the stopping up or diversion of any footpath [F2, bridleway or restricted 
byway] if they are satisfied that it is necessary to do so in order to enable development to be carried out— 
(a)in accordance with planning permission granted under Part III [F3or section 293A], or 
(b)by a government department. 
The reason statement and information sent out in the consultation give a misleading impression that planning permission has been granted. The 
council should withdraw the consultation and consult under section 1A of the Town & Country Planning Act or under the Highways Act 1980 if the 
application is in the interests of the landowner. 
 

75 See separate email, too large to include (letter attached) 

76 See separate email, too large to include  

77 I strongly object to the diversion of this public footpath on the following grounds: 
1. The footpath users would be subject to greatly increased air pollution 
2. It is a significant and much steeper diversion 
3. The proposed diversion is narrow instead of the open space, making it dangerous and attractive to antisocial behaviour.  Or works feel incredibly 
unsafe. 
4. The footpath users would be subject to greatly increased noise pollution.  It would be very unpleasant to walk along this route at all, and yet it is 
currently very well used and a positive experience.  
5.  Produced tarmac surface is damaging for the environment and wildlife.  It's quite shocking this is being proposed at all.  
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6. This proposal seems to be purely to accommodate a yet to be approved planning application.  Is this permitted?  Looking at this footpath on 
isolation, there is simply no reason to change it.  Why is there even consideration of changing footpaths to make somebody else's planning application 
easier even if that application has got grave concerns, deceit, and objections around it already?   
For the sake of local residents and wildlife, both now and in the future, please do not allow this alteration to proceed.  The wealthiest and most 
powerful applicants should not be able to bully there way through life.  Please consider this application for what it really is... taking into account the 
implications on the related application.  
 

78 I would like to strongly object to the proposed diversion of the public footpath Spenborough 24 at Whitehall Road, Cleckheaton.   
I have grave concerns on several points including the lack of regard for the safety of pedestrians who wish to use the proposed diverted footpath. The 
northern crossing point on Whitehall Road will be at an extremely busy proposed HGV access point.  
 I use this footpath regularly and am concerned about the increased air pollution that myself and others would be subject to due to the proposed 
route of the diversion. Walking adjacent to the motorway and busy A58 which are both regularly at a standstill due to already existing traffic 
problems. If moved, the footpath would mean an increased risk of high levels of air pollution while using the footpath and also reduced enjoyment 
from the walk due to the odour of traffic fumes from the M62, A58 and the proposed HGV loading area which would be located next to the diverted 
footpath. 
Another area of concern for me is the increased noise pollution alongside the increased air pollution.  The proposed change means the entire pathway 
would be subject to higher levels of noise. The level of enjoyment from using the public footpath would be greatly diminished.  
As someone who has rediscovered the local area and a love of walking during lockdown I’m extremely concerned about the increased air and noise 
pollution I would be subject to. 
 Finally, the removal of biodiversity and local wildlife due to the proposed use of tarmac surface is extremely concerning. The current footpath 
provides a natural wildlife corridor for local wildlife. The enjoyment of walking amongst the wildlife on a soft natural surface will be completely 
removed. With a tarmac surface, biodiversity will be removed! What natural habitat will tarmac provide for local wildlife? The full retaining wall 
proposed between the huge warehouse and footpath makes absolutely no attempt to provide wildlife breaks, for animals and insects to move freely 
between the green spaces of Scholes and Cleckheaton Golf Club and green field adjacent to the A58. Another choice where the environment and local 
wildlife is not considered or put first. 
 

79 I write to object to the proposals to divert the above footpath. 
As a regular user of this footpath it is clear to me that the proposed diversion will have an adverse impact on my health. 
Instead of walking across green fields I will now be walking alongside the M62 before turning to complete the route by walking alongside the A58. 
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Not only will I be subjected to more noise pollution but air quality will also be severely worse. Both the A58 and the M62 are extremely busy dual 
carriageways and motorways and the M62 can be full of stationary and gridlocked traffic at any time of day resulting in vast amounts of exhaust 
fumes being discharged into the atmosphere directly alongside the proposed diversion. 
The proposal also diverts the course of the Spen Valley Heritage Trail, an important route for many locals. In my view such Heritage Trails should be 
preserved not altered on some whim. 
I trust that my objection will be recorded accordingly. 
 

80 I write this letter to raise my objection regarding the diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 at Whitehall Road, Cleckheaton. Town & Country 
Planning Act 1990, section 257. 
Following the planning application submitted by Amazon and their developers, whom are asking for diversions of the above footpath/s from crossing 
the middle of the existing open fields to the perimeter of the land directly adjacent to the M62 motorway. The proposal to follow the extents of the 
boundary fencing to the east of the site and to the north of the site next to the very busy A58 Whitehall Road is abhorrent. In effect moving the footpath 
from an area in the middle of open countryside directly next to a very noisy motorway in a highly polluted environment. As a local resident of (xxxxx) I 
regularly use the current footpath for the peace and tranquillity of the open countryside surrounding this area. As a regular jogger utilising this section 
or the Spen Valley Heritage Trail, following the footpath trail across the A58 to the local golf links course and beautiful open countryside and agricultural 
land. This route forms a green buffer zone between the villages of Scholes and Oakenshaw, admired by walkers from near and far. I have always taken 
this route to avoid the heavily polluted atmosphere around J26 of the M62 which is over congested and one of the one of the busiest motorway 
intersections in the UK. On a daily basis this intersection is brought to a standstill due to the volume of existing traffic passing through area. The current 
trees along the Greenway and adjacent to the proposed development site offer pedestrians protection from noisy traffic and air pollution from the 
motorway intersection abating noise and disturbance for nature and local wildlife. A number of the trees on the development land are under a tree 
preservation order, they form nature’s way of reducing pollution and should be maintained for everyone’s wellbeing. 
The recent planning approvals for industrial units to the north of Chain Bar have also reduced the number of green fields in close proximity. Within the 
application it is clear that significant increases in the volume of HGV’s and commuter traffic pollution created by employees making their journey to and 
from the site will also increase pollution into the surrounding village properties and school/s environment. This highly toxic atmosphere created will be 
extremely harmful to public health.  In turn this will decrease the enjoyment and use of the pathway substantially due to the members of the public not 
wishing to be subjected to this amount of noise or toxic atmosphere whilst taking exercise in their area. 
Before approving the Local Plan, the Planning Inspector reduced the net developable area on the site from 23.7 Ha to 10.68 Ha, in order to create a 
landscape buffer and also protect the gas pipeline that runs across the site. The inspector names this footpath as a constraint and reduced the 
developable area of the site to 10.68 hectares, with an indicative capacity of 38,380 m2. If the developable area and the inspector’s comments were 
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being respected there would be no need for total repositioning of the footpath which will increase the negative health impact on users of the Heritage 
Trail! 
In closing and to reinforce my objections to the proposed re-routing of the footpath, I ask you to seriously consider the following extract from the 
National Planning and Policy Framework - Paragraph 100 -…. “Planning policies and decisions should protect and enhance public rights of way and 
access, including taking opportunities to provide better facilities for users, for example by adding links to existing rights of way networks including 
National Trails.”  
 

81 I would like to object to the Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 at Whitehall Road, Cleckheaton.  Town & Country Planning Act 
1990, section 257   
The proposed new route of this footpath would take it down between the very busy M62 and if Amazon gets their plans passed a giant warehouse. 
Every wagon that visits the warehouse would pass down the length of the foot path due to the one way system they are planning. This would make 
the footpath very unpleasant because of the fumes and noise pollution from both sides and totally negate the benefits of an outdoor walk. 
The second and probably the more serious reason for my objection is the security risk due to the wall on one side and a very busy motorway the 
other. There would be no way of escaping. The bend in the footpath would mean you would not be able to see if anyone was waiting, there has 
already been muggings on the greenway and the greenway makes a perfect getaway route. 
Changing the route of the footpath from crossing open fields to funnelling between two high pollution areas with no way of escaping is unacceptable 
in my view. 
 

82 I object to the diversion of this public footpath for the following reasons: 
1.  Greatly increased air pollution on proposed path 
2. Much longer and steeper diversion 
3. Narrow and enclosed instead of open space, making it unsafe.   
4. Greatly increased noise pollution making it unpleasant to walk along.  
5.  Tarmac surface is damaging to the environment and wildlife.   
6. Current open view over historic area would be lost.  
7. Proposal appears to be to accommodate a pending planning application.  So in isolation should not be approved.  There is no justification. 
 

83 Re: Objection to the Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 at Whitehall Road, Cleckheaton.  Town & Country Planning Act 1990, 
section 257   
It is called the Greenway because it is supposed to be Green, people do not want to walk and cycle alongside busy roads and industrial sites.  
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The Greenway, if moved as proposed, would cause users increased risk of air pollution whilst using the path, and reduce enjoyment due to traffic 
noise and fumes from the M62, A58 and the proposed Amazon site, which Kirklees are determined to allow despite obvious detriment to local people. 
The diverted footpath will be next to the HGV loading area according to the most recent Amazon proposal.  
Spen Valley Heritage trail and Greenway go through the proposed Amazon site. To reroute both of these rights of way will be detrimental to the public 
who use them. Changing these routes from open spaces in fresh air to walking alongside the largest Amazon facility in the UK (based on square 
metres) will change from being a healthy pleasant activity to an unsafe and unhealthy walk, along a 'ravine' between the amazon site and the 
motorway. One side will be a steep embankment to the motorway and the other a high security wall and fence. Potential victims will be totally hidden 
from passers-by, unless they also happen to be following the same route, and there will be too much traffic noise to hear calls for help. Is Kirklees 
happy to take this risk and explain why to any future victims? It will also expose users to high pollution levels, for a longer distance than the original 
route.  
Planning regulations call for any design to take safety and security into account, these reroutes have been designed simply to allow Amazon to go 
ahead with their plans. No consideration for public safety or enjoyment of the path users.   
The suggestion to include a bridleway is totally unfeasible, crossing main roads and walking along noisy busy roads is dangerous for both horses and 
riders.  Adding a bridleway to make the plans seem more inclusive without regard for safety is dangerous.  
Spen Valley Heritage Trail will lose its view of historical places that can be seen from the existing path.  
The reroute will be worse for the environment and wildlife, there are no animal crossings in the proposal. These footpaths are shown on an Ordnance 
Survey map from 1854, is money and greed a good enough reason to destroy our history?   
When the Local Plan was written the Planning Inspector intended to keep these paths in their current place. What was the point in wasting money on 
the Local Plan if all the recommendations are ignored?  
Please do not allow the proposed changes.  
 

84 I am writing to object to the proposed diversion of part of public footpath Spenborough 24/30 between the B6120 Whitechapel Road and the A58 
Whitehall Road, between Scholes and Cleckheaton. This proposed diversion has been made on the grounds that it is necessary for the implementation 
of planning application 2021/62/92603/E for the the erection of storage and distribution unit for Amazon with ancillary offices, car parking, servicing 
landscaping and access. 
Although my remit as (xxxxx) for (xxxxx) does not cover North Kirklees, I walk in the area frequently and know Spenborough 24/30 well.  It is, at 
present, a route through green fields which forms part of the Spen Way Heritage Trail, a 21-mile waymarked recreational route in the area. My 
comments in this case are made as a private individual, not on behalf of the (xxxxx) who I assume will be submitting their own objection (xxxxx).  
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Paragraph 100 of the National Planning Policy Framework states: "Planning policies and decisions should protect and enhance public rights of way and 
access, including taking opportunities to provide better facilities for users, for example by adding links to existing rights of way networks including 
National Trails." 
This proposed diversion neither protects nor enhances this right of way. Indeed, the degree of change being proposed here is one of the most 
significant I can remember in recent years in Kirklees in terms of the overwhelmingly negative impact it would have on a right of way's users.  
Although, at the Whitechapel Road end, the path does run parallel with the M62 for its first 300 metres or so, from the point at which it strikes north-
west (point A on the plan of the proposed diversion) to its exit on Whitehall Road at point B it is, at present, an entirely rural and attractive route 
which has a very surprisingly peaceful feel, given its relative proximity to the motorway and to another major road.  In places it retains its ancient 
hedgerows on both sides, contributing to the enjoyment of the walker passing through and to a biodiverse environment.  
The effect of the diversion would be to force path users to instead proceed very closely alongside the M62 and then later the A58 on a noise- and air-
polluted course between industrial fencing and these two main traffic arteries, with the dull, desensitising and light-blocking facade of the warehouse 
looming large on the other side of the fence - and on a journey that is also nearly twice as long as the current route to boot.  The proposed new exit 
on Whitehall Road (point D) would be very close or adjacent to the main entrance and exit point for vehicles coming to and from the warehouse - 
many of them huge HGVs - and has the further demerit of not even being directly opposite the public footpath leading north on the other side of the 
road (Spenborough 24/10) towards Oakenshaw. Walkers continuing north would therefore have to walk alongside the A58 for some yards and 
negotiate the site entrance, as well as crossing a road (Whitehall Road) whose traffic levels, already high, had been swelled many times further 
still through the development. 
No normal person would use such a route for enjoyment - nor indeed for many reasons at all. If the construction of the warehouse goes ahead, and 
therefore the rural nature of the path is sacrificed to the development, it might have been arguable that the interests of walkers were being retained 
in part if the newly diverted footpath route were more direct or at least no longer than the original, to ensure that walkers could pass swiftly through 
the affected area and re-enter the green countryside at hand on other rights of way paths opposite each of the terminal ends of the path.  But the 
proposed diversion does not allow for that either.  
I urge the Council to give urgent consideration to these matters as part of its decision-making process.  This case has yet again highlighted that rights 
of way are too often considered as an afterthought of planning policy (something to be sorted out after the fact) rather than as a core part of the 
planning process to be determined at the same time as a developer's application.  
 

85 Letter 

86 Letter  

87 Letter 

88 I have the following comments concerning the application for diversion of this important PROW – Spenborough 24. 
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The current PROW enables walkers to access the quiet and calm of the countryside within minutes of joining this path at the Whitechapel Road end.  
1. The proposed diversion will mean that walkers will have to walk along side the very busy M62 until it reaches the Whitehall Road. Having 

walked on this PROW many times I can testify that this will be unbearable. The noise from the motorway for the current short stretch of path 
means that it is very difficult to speak with a companion because of the noise levels. It is completely unacceptable to propose this as a 
potential diversion. 

2. For walkers the experience will become one of a walk along a noisy M62 on one side and a towering warehouse on the other. There will be no 
open aspect to provide a sense of security. On the contrary it will feel intimidating. Have the WY Police commented on the secure by design 
aspect of the proposal? 

3. Is the proposed length of bridleway of any realistic use to horse riders? Where is the next bridleway connection from the Whitehall Road end? 
4. The proposal deliberately chooses the worst possible route for the PROW.  
5. I am totally opposed to this diversion. 

 

89 At this time the KCOM Group PLC has no apparatus or proposals for new apparatus in the vicinity of these works and will not be affected by them. 
Please note this reply is valid for 3 months from the date of this letter. 
 

90 Should this development go ahead we would ask that the footpath from Whitechapel Road to Point A be upgraded to bridleway.   
From point A to C that a bridleway be created this would allow all NMU users to benefit from this diversion order.   
We welcome the addition of a bridleway from C to D.  
We would seek to have E to F as a bridleway creation not a cycleway. This would provide the best use of “public funds for public good”   
  

91 I wish to object to the above Proposed diversion of a public footpath because, 
The proposed path diversion would involve over 3,000 square metres of pristine agricultural land being hard surfaced which would result in loss of 
natural habitat and biodiversity. Hard surfacing also contributes to both flooding and heating of the local environment.  
The proposed diversion would mean walkers having to walk closer to the motorway and suffer increased air pollution and noise.  
It would be extremely dangerous for a bridleway to terminate on the A58/Whitehall Road, both for riders and motorists given the unpredictability of 
horses combined with heavy and fast traffic. 
 

92 Thank you for your email. There are no concerns from West Yorkshire Police around these proposals, as the planning application for the site has been 
assessed for security measures. 
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93 Thanks to lockdown time period I have spent more time at home and more time exploring local walks.  
I like to walk to the cemetery in a circular route from Oakenshaw so it's nice to have that route to return on as I'm not keen on tarmac walking or 
being near traffic. 
Wildlife habitat is encroached upon badly in this area. Its harder when our green areas are now being used for constructing warehousing type facilities 
and pollution from increased traffic associated with such facilities which reduces the biodiversity we still have for future generations. 
I have seen nothing of significance in the development plans to maintain the existing biodiversity never mind increase it. 
Please don't allow this! 
 

94 Objection to the Proposed diversion of public footpath Spenborough 24 at Whitehall Road, Cleckheaton. Town & Country Planning Act 1990, section 
257  
I object to the above for the following reasons 
For many years I and my family have enjoyed healthy walks around the area on the greenway and making use of the several footpaths. 
Walking along the edge of the M62 is not my idea of a healthy walk. We will have so much more traffic which is already constantly at a standstill and 
gridlocked. The green land is important for our health benefits and the proposals would mean a risk to public health - breathing in this fume filled air is 
bad for health in many ways, aggravating asthma, children's developing brains not to mention health impacts on organs, nervous system and blood, 
increased susceptibility to respiratory illness, including bronchitis and pneumonia. 
Moving the path will mean increased noise pollution, the idea of going for a walk through green land in the quiet of nature is proven to reduce stress 
levels, help with anxiety and depression, this path although noisy at the beginning due to the motorway quickly becomes quiet to the current location 
of the path, moving the path will mean excessive noise for the duration of the walk which is unacceptable. 
The proposed use of tarmac will have a massive detrimental impact on the wildlife habitat and biodiversity - speak to David Attenborough!!!! There is 
no benefit to gain by the above proposal but it 100% impacts negatively the wildlife corridor that currently exists, beneficial for our planet. 
The popular 21 mile Heritage Trail, used by schools, locals and visitors alike will be ruined by this monstrous warehouse which is completely unsuitable 
for this location, spoiling views. What is the justification for requiring a building 265,000 sq m warehouse which is 226,620 sq.m over the indicative 
capacity recommended for this site by the inspector? 
Is it really necessary to remove this footpath? 
No regard appears to have been given to the safety and convenience of pedestrians using the (diverted) footpath. NPPF paragraph 112 states: “Within 
this context, applications for development should c) create places that are safe, secure and attractive – which minimise the scope for conflicts 
between pedestrians, cyclists and vehicles.” 
NPPF Paragraph 100 states: “Planning policies and decisions should protect and enhance public rights of way and access, including taking 
opportunities to provide better facilities for users, for example by adding links to existing rights of way networks including National Trails.” 
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The proposed development fails to protect and enhance public rights of way, or ensure conflicts between pedestrians, cyclists and vehicles have been 
considered and minimised, and should therefore be refused in accordance with NPPF Paragraph’s 100 and 112. 
Please stop this! 
 

95 I am writing to object to the rerouting of the footpath that crosses the field between scholes lane and Whitehall road. 
The existing route is part of the Spen Heritage Trail and has been in place for over a hundred years. It should be retained as it is one of a few green 
footpaths in an increasing concrete jungle. 
The proposed route is more than double the existing routes' length. This will reduce its use by many especially those less able who would not be able 
to manage the steep proposed incline.  The proposed route doesn't even finish at the same point. There is an already busy Whitehall road which will 
get even busier as traffic levels increase. 
The current footpath is a wildlife haven. The proposed route is tarmacked and would potentially run between a major motorway and a large 
development with several hundred vehicles using it daily. This would not be a wildlife haven nor would it be a pleasant walk.  
The proposed route would run alongside the m62 which has significant levels of both air and noise pollution as indicated in the application. This is not 
a route for a healthy, quiet walk in the countryside. 
The proposed route would be a high risk for personal safety given its proposed location to both the m62 and the Amazon development. There's no 
where for people to escape from thieves, or antisocial bikers which are increasingly prevalent in the area. 
I sincerely hope that Kirklees Council listen to reason and see sense that this proposal is not for the good of the local population. It only benefits the 
company that is proposing this development. 
 

96  The change to Footpath 24 has not yet been granted, I have walked the proposed route, and have walked the stretch included near Whitechapel Road 
as part of the Spen Way. The proposed changes include upgrading the footpath to Bridleway which would include shared use by horses cyclists and 
pedestrians. 
A58 ids a very busy arterial road and the area affected is within a couple of hundred yards of Junction 26 Chain Bar roundabout a very high traffic area 
both for traffic Halifax to Leeds A58 but also M606,M62 and A638 Bradford to Cleckheaton, Heckmondwike and Dewsbury.  Traffic flow if regularly 
increased by diversions of M62 traffic from Brighouse junction 25. 
The footpath/bridleway will be dangerous as it approaches the A58, and if the Amazon Fulfilment centre is allowed there will be lights at the gate to 
the A58 the risks will increase. Crossing the A58is currently is very risky for adult pedestrians, introducing horses to the path and road will be 
dangerous for horses(risk of spooking by large lorries hydraulic brakes), riders, and all path users. 
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The interruption of traffic flow for lights will increase pollution currently above permitted levels. Traffic on Whitechapel Road will also increase with 
diversions and access to Amazon site and Junction 26, plus access to 2 schools Whitechapel Primary, and Whitcliffe Mount secondary school and 
access to newhouses already in construction over the Motorway bridge. The footpath as envisaged will require crossing of Whitechapel Road. 
The dangers, objections and arguments should be explored with local people who have to live with the degree and damage to quality and safety of 
local life. 
 

97  I strongly object to the rerouting of this right of way. 
At present it is a pleasant, rural path through open fields. 
The diversion is along the M62 and the A 58 and is twice as long. Who wants to walk beside busy, noisy, air polluting roads with an ugly Amazon 
warehouse high above? 
Who on earth would come up with this mad scheme? 
Surely health, safety and environmental concerns outweigh such a scheme. 
 

 




