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1. Introduction 

1.1 This Hearing Statement has been prepared by NJL Consulting, on behalf of the Clifton 

Village Neighbourhood Forum (‘the Forum’), in relation to the Calderdale Local Plan 

Examination. It follows previous submissions to both the Initial Draft (2017) and 

Publication Draft (2018) plans, which raised fundamental concerns with the Plan and 

Evidence Base, along with Hearing Statements and attendance at Stage 1 Hearings 

which identified previous flaws had still not been addressed. 

1.2 The Forum consider the concerns raised in previous submissions go to the heart of the 

plan strategy. The issues have still not been addressed by the Council and the Plan 

remains unsound. Moreover, the ongoing iterative submission of evidence during the 

Examination goes against the principles of evidence based plan preparation. 

1.3 This Hearing Statement is structured such that only the relevant questions Inspector’s 

Pre-Hearing Questions (27th May 2020) are responded to. It should be read in 

conjunction with all previous representations made by and on behalf of the Forum. 

1.4 Representatives of the Forum will be appearing at the relevant Hearing Sessions. 

1.5 The Forum, which is made up of a cross-section of the local community, is not ‘anti-

development’ and recognises some development is needed and can be justified. 

However, the amount of development allocated to Brighouse is out of step with the 

local plan evidence base and is wholly unsustainable and undeliverable. Furthermore, 

the plan lacks anything close to sufficient detail on essential key infrastructure needed 

to accommodate proposed levels and location of growth, and there is no certainty 

over the deliverability of such essential infrastructure. 

General comments on Local Plan evidence and soundness 

1.6 The Forum has serious concerns regarding the Council’s lack of action in providing key 

information and evidence requested by the Inspector, particularly as the evidence is 

essential for a proper examination of the plan. The Council has failed to produce 

evidence as required by document CC17A, despite the information being requested 

over a year ago. Specifically, items 7, 8, 21 and 22 in CC17A are shown as “underway”. 

1.7 These items are critical to assessing plan ‘soundness’, and without the further detail 

requested by the Inspector in 2019 the plan cannot be said to be justified or based on 

appropriate evidence. Items 7 and 22 are fundamental in relating to traffic modelling, 
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disclosure of highways data, and evidence that highway interventions necessary to 

deliver the two Garden Suburbs which underpin the plan are deliverable. Backfilling of 

evidence is not an acceptable and robust means of preparing a local plan. 

1.8 In this context, recent Inspector conclusions on the now withdrawn Uttlesford Local Plan 

are relevant (the Uttlesford plan being withdrawn on Inspector advice). The Inspector 

concluded, in his letter to Uttlesford Council of 10th January 2020: 

(122) … it is difficult to keep track of and understand the large volume of 

additional material that has been submitted and continues to emerge. This is 

especially problematic for local residents. There is also a risk that this additional 

material, and any further evidence that is produced, seeks to justify the strategy 

set out in the plan rather than informing the plan making process which is how 

it should be used. 

(123). Proceeding with this examination is likely to become protracted. It would 

be procedurally challenging to manage in practical terms and extremely 

difficult for participants to engage with… 

… (126) … the examination process is not intended to allow the Council to carry 

out major changes to the plan or to complete the preparation of its evidence 

base. Based on our concerns about the soundness of the plan set out above 

we anticipate that the changes necessary would amount its almost complete 

re-drafting. The Guidance advises that where the changes recommended by 

Inspectors would be so extensive as to require the virtual rewriting of the plan, 

it is likely to be suggested that the local planning authority withdraw the plan. 

(127) … key decisions to be made on the future of the Garden Communities 

and the spatial strategy need to be taken by the Council, in consultation with 

local residents. The most effective and transparent way to do this would be 

through the preparation of a new plan, based on a robust SA, rather than 

emerging as our recommendations in main modifications.’ 

[NJL Consulting emphasis] 

1.9 There are clear parallels between Uttlesford and Calderdale in attempts to belatedly 

and retrospectively justify, and provide essential evidence for, a flawed strategy. This is 

unquestionably prejudicing the ability of many respondents, including the Forum, to 

properly respond to the Inspectors questions. The proposed plan could be so 

fundamentally flawed it should be withdrawn. 
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2. Matter 12 – Site assessment process and the Green Belt 

Issue – Is the Plan’s approach to assessing site allocation options (housing, 

employment and mixed use) and releasing land from the Green Belt soundly 

based and consistent with national policy? Do the allocation policies generally 

provide a clear and effective framework for growth? 

Site assessment 

2.1 The Forum has concerns with the plan approach to site selection and allocations. These 

concerns largely relate to proposed Garden Suburbs and, as such, the Forum has 

responded on these issues under Matter 15. 

(c) Is the Council’s site suitability assessment process (stage 2), as set out in the Site 

Allocations Assessment Methodology Statement (SAAMS) (2018) (EV51.1), soundly 

based and supported by clear evidence? In particular: 

… iii. Is the filtering of Green Belt sites in the Hipperholme exclusion zone justified? What 

is the scope for further capacity at the junction, and how does this relate to amount of 

nearby development anticipated on sites within the urban area? How were the 

boundaries of the exclusion zone determined? 

2.2 The Forum has no specific comments on the Hipperholme exclusion zone, other than 

to agree it is in principle a sensible approach based on the evidence of severe network 

capacity constraints and congestion. However, it is surprising no such exclusion zone is 

applied to Brighouse despite very similar severe network capacity constraints and 

congestion. Further detail should be requested from the council on this matter. 

Green Belt 

(b) Has a comprehensive assessment of capacity in Urban Areas been undertaken? 

Have all potential options on non-Green Belt land in the countryside been assessed?  

2.3 The Forum consider further work is needed to assess capacity in urban areas. For 

example, it is unclear how the Brownfield Land Register has been used to inform the 

site selection process. 
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2.4 Although the Forum accepts not all development can be accommodated on 

brownfield sites and/or within existing urban areas these options must be fully explored 

and exhausted before sensitive areas of Green Belt are identified for development. 

d) Are exceptional circumstances demonstrated to justify the principle of releasing 

land from the Green Belt for housing, employment and mixed-use development? How 

has the existence of non-Green Belt land around Todmorden been dealt with?  

2.5 The Forum consider exceptional circumstances have not been demonstrated, relating 

to both the need for the proposed levels of growth and proposed allocation of Green 

Belt sites (particularly the Garden Suburbs). 

2.6 The Forum’s previous Hearing Statement (to the Stage 1 hearings) and submissions to 

both the Initial Draft Plan (2017) and Publication Draft Plan (2018) identified significant 

flaws in the approach to allocating Green Belt land for development. No further 

evidence or explanation has been presented by the council to justify the strategy and 

it has not sought to challenge the arguments we and others have advanced. Despite 

its own evidence concluding the Green Belt land which would be lost to the housing 

allocations is amongst the most sensitive in Calderdale and despite the fact the 

allocations will have the effect of merging completely different settlements, the 

Council repeatedly and continually declines to provide explanation or justification. Its 

approach is the antithesis of Green Belt policy.  

2.7 The plan must consider all available options before proposing any Green Belt release, 

as per the approach in the 2012 NPPF and reinforced in the latest NPPF (2019). 

2.8 It is relevant therefore to consider whether alternative strategies would result in more 

restrained levels of Green Belt release. In this context, our Stage 1 Hearing Statement, 

and submissions in respect of Matters 7 and 8, identify significant flaws in the proposed 

growth aspirations and associated housing requirement. There is no clear justification 

for why the plan proposes such significant levels of growth, particularly when the 

planned growth is above that recommended by the LEP (see document CC21) and is 

reliant on significant investment in transport infrastructure at a time when there is no 

certainty at all of the delivery of such infrastructure. 

2.9 Lower levels of economic growth would still deliver significant benefits to Calderdale 

without placing unnecessary requirements on the release of the most sensitive areas of 

Green Belt (see Green Belt Review (document EV08.1) Paragraphs 6.5 to 6.8. 
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2.10 When the local plan growth ambitions are then translated into the distribution of growth 

across Calderdale there is a further imbalance as identified in our response to Matter 

9. Almost half of all housing and economic growth is focussed on Brighouse and the 

surrounding areas, with significantly less growth to Halifax as a sub-regional centre 

despite stated ambitions to deliver significant regeneration in Halifax in order to address 

socio-economic matters identified by the Council’s own evidence base. There is no 

indication of any alternative way in which such problems and the associated identified 

need for regeneration will be addressed. 

2.11 This is a fundamental flaw in both the levels and distribution of growth, and this 

undermines completely any case for the proposed Green Belt release which would be 

permanent in bringing about a complete merging of the settlements of Brighouse, 

Thornhills and Clifton and other damaging impacts.  

2.12 The Green Belt Review (EV08 and EV08.1), at paragraphs 6.5 to 6.8 clearly define the 

area around Brighouse as containing the ‘Most Sensitive Green Belt Parcels’. Paragraph 

6.6 is clear in explaining: 

‘Generally, the parcels to the eastern side of the district contribute significantly 

to the purposes of Green Belt due to a combination of good inter-visibility and 

close proximity between large built up areas. These land parcels play an 

important role in helping to prevent the urban areas from merging. In addition, 

many of these parcels contain few significant boundaries and the land within 

them would be vulnerable to encroachment and sprawl.’ 

2.13 Despite the Council’s own clear conclusion, the plan still includes significant Green Belt 

release in Brighouse without any further analysis of: 

i. The acknowledged importance of the land concerned to the Green Belt 

ii. The need to demonstrate exceptional circumstances; and 

iii. That all other means of meeting identified needs have not been exhausted. 

2.14 This unevidenced and unjustified approach flies in the face of the purposes of including 

land in Green Belt to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas, prevent 

neighbouring towns from merging into one another and assist in safeguarding the 

countryside from encroachment.   

2.15 Therefore, for Forum considers exceptional circumstances are not demonstrated. 
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