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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 15 – Garden Suburbs 

Issue – Are the proposed Garden Suburb housing allocations justified, effective, 

developable/deliverable and in line with national policy? 

Woodhouse Garden Suburb, Brighouse (LP1451) 

(a) What are the key access and transport infrastructure requirements/costs associated 

with the proposal? What is the latest position regarding funding and delivery? Is 

development of later phases dependent on provision of junction 24a on the M62? 

Access and transport infrastructure 

2.1 The Forum consider it is a fundamental evidential flaw that infrastructure requirements 

and costs are unknown and there is no certainty at all of funding mechanisms. There is 

no evidence the essential infrastructure, needed to address existing severe capacity 

constraints in Brighouse and enable future growth, can be funded or delivered. 

2.2 There are inconsistencies and inherent uncertainties as to how key infrastructure will be 

delivered, and the A641 improvements in Brighouse are a key example. We are aware 

Calderdale Council is promoting a package of measures through the West Yorkshire 

Combined Authority (‘WYCA’) which are anticipated to address existing highways 

constraints and create future capacity. It remains unclear what this package contains 

and whether it includes the two new sections of relief road which would bisect each of 

the Garden Suburbs, together with the substantial bridges and other significant 

structures along this route such as at Jay House Lane, the A643, River Calder, canal and 

railway crossings. However, the cost estimates provided by the council and WYCA 

indicate not. The cost of those interventions has not been confirmed but is estimated 

by WYCA and Calderdale as some £95m. So far, WYCA has simply referenced 

“indicative” funding of up to £75.54m. This is being characterised by Calderdale 

Council as a committed and guaranteed £75.54m of funding, whereas the reality is it is 

neither committed nor guaranteed.  

2.3 The recent West Yorkshire & York Investment Committee update1 confirms (paragraph 

4.9; page 45), for the A641 improvements: 

 
1 WYCA West Yorkshire & York Investment Committee (09/06/2020) 

https://westyorkshire.moderngov.co.uk/documents/g864/Public%20reports%20pack%2009th-Jun-2020%2011.00%20West%20Yorkshire%20and%20York%20Investment%20Committee.pdf?T=10
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‘The scheme comes forward at activity 2 (strategic outline case) with a total 

cost estimate of up to £95.1 million, with a West Yorkshire plus Transport Fund 

allocation of up to £75.54 million. It is anticipated that significant developer 

contribution will be secured as match, with the level of contribution from the 

West Yorkshire plus Transport Fund and developers to be determined upon 

identification of the scope of the preferred option scheme at activity 3 (outline 

business case)’. 

[NJL Consulting emphasis] 

2.4 Notwithstanding the content of the WYCA report, there is no certainty of £75.54m 

funding. There is an indicative approval of up to this amount, but the only actual 

funding received and guaranteed is to produce a Strategic Outline Business Case and 

an Outline Business Case. Funding has yet to be sought for Full Business Case and Full 

Business Case + finalised costs. Furthermore, it is common for indicative funding to 

reduce over time even where projects remain within the assurance/approval process. 

One recent example was the Halifax Station Gateway Project where indicative funding 

of £10.6 million from the West Yorkshire Plus Transport Fund formed part of the budget 

for the £28.2 million project, but in December 2018, Calderdale Council’s Cabinet 

Transport Working Party were told the Council would not get the full amount. Cllr Barry 

Collins advised the Working Party… “There is no blame attached to the authority – it just 

turned out they didn’t have enough money to meet the aspirations of all authorities 

and cut back on everyone’s funding,”. 

2.5 Appendix 1 to this Hearing Statement is a short paper produced internally by members 

of the Forum. This provides information and insight into the financial position of WYCA 

and its ability to fund schemes through the West Yorkshire and York Plus Transport Fund. 

It also outlines how WYCA ‘over-programmes’, which presumably is in part why 

instances such as the reduction in indicative funding for the Halifax Station Gateway 

Project commonly occur.  

2.6 In January 2020, a detailed formal question was asked of WYCA by the Forum (see 

below) which centred on concerns around WYCA’s financial position. The answer 

confirms; WYCA’s business plans include aspirations beyond its current level of 

resources, they have unfunded plans which cannot be progressed until funds become 

available, borrowing has always been planned to complete the West Yorkshire plus 

York Transport Fund, and a reserve has been set aside to meet associated financing 

costs. What this (and over-programming of projects) demonstrates is there is no 

certainty Calderdale can rely on ‘indicative funding’ from WYCA to finance projects. 



 

5 

 

 

2.7 Even if there was certainty over the content of the £95.1m WYCA package and the 

costs are accurate this would place a clear financial burden on developers. Without 

detailed viability work it cannot be assumed sufficient developer contributions can be 

secured. The Council’s own viability assessment2 concludes the Garden Suburbs are 

not viable unless policy requirements in respect of sustainability, affordable housing, 

s106 and CIL are reduced. In which case the infrastructure would not be delivered as 

it would render the Garden Suburbs entirely unviable. 

2.8 There is no certainty as to how key infrastructure can be delivered. This is particularly 

relevant given the absolute necessity of works to the A641 if the Garden Suburbs are to 

proceed to any extent. It should be remembered also the Forum’s evidence provided 

at Regulation 18 and 19 stages identified significant doubts as to whether the impacts 

of the Garden Suburbs could be mitigated at all. 

2.9 With this in mind, it should be clarified whether the proposed link road (which runs 

through sites LP1451, LP1463 and LP1232) is deliverable and to what extent the 

proposed road is needed in order to address existing severe capacity constraints even 

before the additional effects of the Garden Suburbs are considered. 

 
2 Local Plan & Preferred Sites for Allocation Viability Assessment (2018) (document EV61) 
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M62 infrastructure 

2.10 Turning to M62 interventions and the provision of a proposed junction 24a. The 

Highways England response to the recent Environmental Impact Assessment Scoping 

Request for the site (ref: 20/06006/EIA (local plan document SS35) casts significant 

doubt on the implementation of significant upgrades to the M62. Like Highways 

England responses to the local plan examination, it is unequivocal Highways England 

is not promoting a junction 24a and it is not a sound or robust approach to identify an 

infrastructure solution which is not within the considerations of the stakeholder required 

to deliver it. The response goes on to conclude an ES founded on a Junction 24A is 

fundamentally flawed. The Garden Suburbs cannot rely on a potential junction 24a as 

a means of mitigating strategic or local highways effects.  

2.11 In summary, there is no evidence the essential infrastructure can be funded or 

delivered. In turn, the Garden Suburbs are not deliverable, and the plan’s strategy fails 

as the Garden Suburbs are fundamental in underpinning housing delivery targets. 

2.12 The above approach has significant implications for Garden Suburb viability. 

Viability and infrastructure 

2.13 The Forum considers neither Garden Suburb is viable, not least due to the significant 

infrastructure requirements (including highways infrastructure), the shortfall in highways 

improvements funding (as noted above) and the expectation developers will 

contribute (via CIL or planning obligations) to the cost of delivery. There is no local plan 

strategy for securing developer contributions, nor any evidence development in 

Calderdale can support significant additional contributions to fund infrastructure 

improvements. In fact, there is evidence to the contrary from the Council itself. 

2.14 For sites of this scale and nature it would be expected the promoter(s) or planning 

authority have clear site-specific evidence covering issues such as infrastructure 

delivery, programme, development agreements, and critically viability. We would also 

expect to see a specific land promoter identified. There is no such evidence available 

for either Garden Suburb. 

2.15 The Local Plan Viability Assessments date from 2011 (document EV37), 2015 (EV49), 

2017 (EV60) and 2018 (EV61) with a specific additional sites’ addendum in 2019 

(EV61.2). However, these documents are plan wide assessments not a focussed 

exercise to demonstrate key sites within the plan (i.e. Garden Suburbs) are viable. 
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2.16 The 2018 viability assessment (document EV60) is, however, helpful in showing clear 

viability issues. Paragraph 10.37 (bullet point 9) concludes Garden Suburbs are only 

viable (i.e. minimum benchmark land values are met) if sustainability, affordable 

housing and CIL requirements are significantly reduced. There is no mention of further 

infrastructure costs nor funding burdens places on developers to deliver infrastructure. 

2.17 There is no evidence the Garden Suburbs, which underpin the plan strategy, are viable 

or deliverable, in fact the Council’s own evidence suggests they are not. 

Recent Local Plan Inspector findings – North Essex and Uttlesford 

2.18 This exact issue was recently considered in significant detail in the Inspector’s Reports 

for the North Essex Garden Communities Plan and Uttlesford Local Plan. In both cases 

the Inspectors found, amongst other matters, a lack of specific viability evidence, and 

the lack of clear funding for essential infrastructure, meant there was no genuine 

evidence the new communities in those plans could be delivered. 

2.19 In particular, the Inspector’s reports went into significant detail on the importance of 

having clear programmes and funding for infrastructure if the local planning authority 

is to rely on delivery of such strategic sites early in the plan period (see paragraphs 117 

– 186 of the North Essex Inspector’s letter to the local authorities, 15th May 2020). 

2.20 The North Essex Inspector’s letter is particularly relevant to the Garden Suburbs in 

Calderdale. At paragraph 128, the Inspector concludes: 

‘…it would be entirely inappropriate to find that the proposed GC is deliverable 

if the available infrastructure would allow only a small fraction of it to be built.’ 

2.21 The Uttlesford Local Plan Inspector’s Report (January 2020) makes similar observations 

regarding viability (see paragraph 69 of the report): 

‘To summarise, the scale of funding necessary and whether the Garden 

Communities could support such costs is uncertain. For these reasons it has not 

been adequately demonstrated that the Garden Communities proposed in the 

plan are financially viable and therefore developable.’ 

2.22 There is limited viability evidence for the Calderdale Plan. However, the council’s 

available evidence, confirms the Garden Suburbs are only viable if sustainability, 

affordable housing and CIL requirements are significantly reduced. 
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2.23 It should be reiterated, the Forum’s position is there is no certainty claimed WYTF funding 

is secure. The evidence presented shows there is only an indicative allocation of up to 

£75.54 million and any such award has several more detailed gateway approval stages 

to get through. The evidence (Appendix 1) is an oversubscribed WYCA fund which will 

require further borrowing from unspecified sources to invest in all identified projects. 

There is also evidence of early indicative scheme allocations being watered down as 

they pass through assurance process gateways. 

2.24 Even in the highly unlikely event the full indicative allocation (£75.54m) were awarded 

and the total estimated cost of £95.1m covered the whole of the relief road and other 

highway mitigation, the Council’s viability evidence3 shows the Garden Suburbs 

cannot viably make contributions to the remaining £16m shortfall.  In short, like the North 

Essex and Uttlesford Local Plan cases, there is no evidence the Garden Suburbs are 

viable or deliverable and this undermines the entire local plan. 

Thornhills Lane Garden Suburb, Brighouse (LP1463) 

(a) Is access via the south corner of the site feasible, taking account of existing 

buildings and earthworks? Has any necessary third-party land secured? 

2.25 The Forum has seen no evidence to demonstrate this access is either technically 

feasible or a viable proposition. According to the June 2019 SoCG between the 

Council and ID Planning, third party land, including land owned by Mr Ibberson, has 

not been secured. The Council has a history of failed attempts to purchase land off Mr 

Ibberson, including through the CPO process.    

(b) What feasibility/costings work has been undertaken in relation to the bridge/viaduct 

providing access via the north-west? Has necessary third-party land been secured? 

2.26 The Forum has seen no evidence to demonstrate bridges, viaducts, earthworks, and 

other necessary infrastructure, to provide access to the north west, including bridging 

over Jay House Lane, are either technically feasible or a viable proposition. The Forum 

is not aware any third-party land has been secured.  

(c) How would the proposed strategic link road through the site (between the A644 and 

A641) be facilitated and funded? What work has been undertaken to determine the 

optimum route through site LP1463? (also see questions on LP1232 in Matter 13). 

 
3 Local Plan & Preferred Sites for Allocation Viability Assessment (2018) (document EV61) 
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2.27 Fundamentally, a strategic link road through the Garden Suburbs (LP1451 and LP1463) 

would undermine the very objective and principle of a garden suburb which is 

purported to be a sustainable and green area of development. A major link and relief 

road through the heart of these sites is critically harmful to the objective of creating a 

green and sustainable housing area. The relief roads are (according to WYCA papers 

and the council’s evidence) needed to reduce congestion in central Brighouse and 

thus accommodate passing through traffic, including articulated and other HGVs, so 

they no longer add to the saturation of the highway network in central Brighouse. The 

multiple impacts of such a strategic road and the traffic it would carry, on a so-called 

Garden Suburb, such as visual, air quality and noise would render this a development 

which would never be able to follow Garden City Principles.  

2.28 If a genuine relief road is proposed, then presumably there would only be a limited 

number of connections off the new road and development would need to be sited 

away from the main line of the route. However, the only presented Garden Suburb 

masterplans show the relief road route passing a local centre, green space, and 

proposed schools in addition to a significant number of new homes. The resulting 

environmental concerns, including in respect of air quality and health are self-evident.   

2.29 The Forum’s Stage 1 Hearing Statement, Initial Draft Plan (2017) representations and 

Publication Plan (2018) representations identified significant flaws in this suggested 

strategic route though the two Garden Suburbs and proposed Clifton employment site 

(LP1232). The council has not presented any evidence which demonstrates how the 

road would be masterplanned (in identifying a preferred corridor), funded, procured, 

designed, constructed, and managed. Nor has evidence been presented to 

demonstrate how such a proposal could be accommodated through developments 

which are purported to be following the Garden City Principles. 

2.30 There are inconsistencies and inherent uncertainties as to how key infrastructure will be 

delivered, and the A641 improvements in Brighouse are a key example. We are aware 

Calderdale Council is promoting a package of measures through the West Yorkshire 

Combined Authority (‘WYCA’) which are anticipated to address existing highways 

constraints and create future capacity. It remains unclear what this package contains 

and whether it includes the two new sections of relief road which would bisect each of 

the Garden Suburbs, together with the substantial bridges and other significant 

structures along this route such as at Jay House Lane, the A643, River Calder, canal and 

railway crossings. However, the cost estimates provided by the council and WYCA 

indicate not. The cost of those interventions has not been confirmed but is estimated 

by WYCA and Calderdale as some £95m. So far, WYCA has simply referenced 
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“indicative” funding of up to £75.54m. This is being characterised by Calderdale 

Council as a committed and guaranteed £75.54m of funding, whereas the reality is it is 

neither committed nor guarantees.  

2.31 The recent West Yorkshire & York Investment Committee update4 (at paragraph 4.9; 

page 45 of the Reports Pack) states, for the A641 improvements: 

‘The scheme comes forward at activity 2 (strategic outline case) with a total 

cost estimate of up to £95.1 million, with a West Yorkshire plus Transport Fund 

allocation of up to £75.54 million. It is anticipated that significant developer 

contribution will be secured as match, with the level of contribution from the 

West Yorkshire plus Transport Fund and developers to be determined upon 

identification of the scope of the preferred option scheme at activity 3 (outline 

business case)’. 

2.32 Such an approach places a clear financial burden on developers and in the absence 

of detailed viability work it cannot be assumed sufficient developer contributions can 

be secured. In which case the infrastructure would not be delivered. 

2.33 The Council’s 2018 viability assessment5 is, however, helpful in showing clear viability 

difficulties in respect of the Garden Suburbs. The viability assessment (Paragraph 10.37; 

bullet point 9) concludes the Garden Suburbs are only viable (i.e. minimum benchmark 

land values are met) if sustainability, affordable housing and CIL requirements are 

significantly reduced. There is no reference to additional infrastructure costs nor the 

need to place funding burdens on developers to deliver essential infrastructure. It is 

realistic to conclude additional cost or infrastructure burdens would only make 

development even more unviable. 

2.34 The IDP6 Appendix 8 Table App8.1 (page 143) gives a very brief description of a series 

of interventions for an ‘A641 Programme’. However, the table is unclear what the 

interventions are or where they are. Exceptions are replacement of the Huntington 

Road Bridge and the ‘NPIF scheme’ which is a link road through site LP1232.  

2.35 The table states the NPIF scheme has funding and will be delivered by 2025. The Council 

did receive a £4.5m award of National Productivity Investment Fund (NPIF) funding, 

however the Forum’s understanding is this funding was about to expire in January 2020, 

when Calderdale applied for planning permission for the road, citing the existence of 

 
4 WYCA West Yorkshire & York Investment Committee (09/06/2020) 
5 Local Plan & Preferred Sites for Allocation Viability Assessment (2018) (Local Plan document EV61) 
6 Local Plan & Preferred Sites for Allocation Viability Assessment (2018) (Local Plan document EV61) 

https://westyorkshire.moderngov.co.uk/documents/g864/Public%20reports%20pack%2009th-Jun-2020%2011.00%20West%20Yorkshire%20and%20York%20Investment%20Committee.pdf?T=10
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the grant funding. It is likely that funding has expired and there is no evidence of a 

funding extension. 

2.36 If this is correct, then the section of the A641 Programme through LP1232 does not have 

funding. This being the case, there is no evidence of other funding or delivery 

mechanisms identified by the Council.    

2.37 There is no clarity whether proposed roads through the Garden Suburbs are included 

in the IDP costs. However, since the interventions in Table App8.1 have a total estimated 

cost of £79.2m and all have a suggested completion date of 2025, it is inconceivable 

a cost of £79.2m be sufficient to cover the roads through the Garden Suburbs and 

Clifton employment site, together with major viaduct, bridge crossings and earthwork 

structures. The overall total costs would need to be substantially higher and completion 

by 2025 would not be suggested if the package include all necessary interventions. 

2.38 This would seem to be confirmed as the IDP (2018) paragraph A8.1.3 suggests neither 

Garden Suburb will deliver sufficient development to necessitate major transport 

infrastructure by year 5 of the plan. There is clearly no intention of delivering two relief 

roads which bisect each of the housing allocations by 2025. 

2.39 However, further contradiction appears within the Transport Assessments (‘TA’) 

produced for the Garden Suburbs 7 & 8. Paragraph 6.43 of the Transport Assessment at 

Local Plan document SS36 states the IDP Appendix 8 scheme ‘Improved connectivity 

A644 to A641’ (cost £14.5m) will entail a link road through Woodhouse site (LP1451), 

from the A641 Huddersfield Road, continuing north over the railway line, through 

Armytage Industrial Estate, over the River Calder to join the A644. Paragraph 6.44 of 

the same document states the scheme ‘Improved Connectivity A641 to A643’ (cost 

£13m) will entail a link road through Thornhills site (LP1463) from the A641 Bradford Road 

to a junction on Clifton Common. 

2.40 The TA assumes these roads will not be delivered by its interim design year of 2026/27 

but will be delivered by the full design year of 2038/39.  

2.41 The total cost of these two link roads (£27.5m according to the IDP) is unfeasibly low. 

For example, the A62 to A644 Bradley link road scheme in Kirklees is estimated at £69m. 

In terms of its length, the road through the Woodhouse site on its own is comparable 

with the Kirklees scheme and is expected to perform a similar relief road function. This 

 
7 Woodhouse Garden Suburb Transport Assessment (Local Plan document SS35) 
8 Thornhills Lane Garden Suburb Transport Assessment (Local Plan document SS36) 
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suggests the two Garden Suburb link roads could each cost more than the Kirklees 

scheme.    

2.42 There are clear uncertainties as to how key infrastructure can be delivered. This is 

particularly relevant given the necessity of works to the A641 to deliver the Garden 

Suburbs (which themselves underpin the proposed local Plan strategy). Specific 

concerns regarding Garden Suburb infrastructure is set in the response to Matter 15. 

2.43 It is essential the Council address this confusion and specifically identifies what 

mitigation and infrastructure is proposed, where, at what cost, how it will be funded 

and when it will be delivered. It is equally essential the Council’s flawed base model 

position is corrected so it accurately reflects the actual levels of severe congestion 

around the Brighouse highway network. Only then can a true picture emerge of 

whether the relief road being contemplated can address existing problems. 

(d) What are the other transport infrastructure requirements/costs, and how would these 

be delivered? Is development dependent on new junction 24a on the M62? What 

measures would be necessary to enable sustainable travel to/from the site? 

2.44 As identified elsewhere in Matter 8, the council has provided no clear evidence of the 

level of infrastructure needed to deliver Garden Suburbs. Furthermore, no reliance can 

be placed on a new M62 j24(a) as Highways England has confirmed there are no 

intentions to bring forward such a scheme (see Highways England comments to the 

Local Plan examination and their response to the EIA Scoping Report prepared in 

respect of site LP1451).   

(e) What are the other key infrastructure requirements? Should the plan include specific 

reference to the on-site schools, local centre and other aspects? 

2.45 The available evidence indicates the Garden Suburb ambitions are already watered 

down. The original Strategic Vision document (see SS35 and SS36), on which the 

Garden Suburbs are based, stated a secondary school would be provided, yet the 

latest Infrastructure Delivery Plan9 states (Appendix 8 paragraph 8.3.2) secondary 

school provision is now likely to be provided off-site. This is likely to mean extensions to 

Rastrick High School and Brighouse High School. This further undermines the true 

sustainability of the Garden Suburbs, as pupils would have to travel across the saturated 

Brighouse highway network rather than attending a school within the site.   

 
9 Local Plan & Preferred Sites for Allocation Viability Assessment (2018) (Local Plan document EV61) 
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(f) What effect would the proposal have on the identity, character and landscape 

setting of Clifton Village and Thornhill hamlet? What mitigation measures may be 

necessary to protect character and reduce harm. Should these be specified in 

Appendix 1? 

2.46 The Forum’s response to Matter 9(c) is clear; Clifton, Thornhills, and Brighouse are 

separate settlements, not least as each settlement has a distinct boundary in the 

adopted Unitary Development Plan. Allied to this, this part of Calderdale is identified in 

the Green Belt Review (EV08.1) and Landscape Character Assessment (EV10) as being 

some of the most sensitive areas of Green Belt and landscape in Calderdale and West 

Yorkshire due to the area’s visual prominence.  

2.47 A Garden Suburb in this location would subsume Clifton and Thornhills into Brighouse 

and erode any character or identity of these historic settlements. Such effects would 

be permanent and irreversible, and impossible to mitigate. 

(k) What effect would the proposed boundary change and allocation have on the 

Green Belt and the purposes of including land within it? How would the existing gap 

between Brighouse and Clifton, and Brighouse and Thornhills be affected? Are there 

exceptional circumstances that justify altering the Green Belt? If so, what are they? 

2.48 The Forum’s Stage 1 Hearing Statement, Initial Draft Plan representations (2017) and 

Publication Plan representations (2018) identified soundness issues with the proposed 

Green Belt release in this location. 

2.49 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.’ 

2.50 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 
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ii. The need to demonstrate exceptional circumstances; and 

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

2.51 There will be a significant loss of some of the most sensitive areas of Green Belt, resulting 

in the permanent removal of all separation between Clifton, Thornhills, and Brighouse 

as separate settlements. The settlements would be merged completely, directly 

contrary to 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.  

(l) The housing trajectory in the Housing Technical Paper (March 2020) (CC40) indicates 

delivery of 222 units per year from 2024/25 up to the end of the Plan period. Is the 

estimated lead-in time and build out rate reasonable and justified?  

2.52 The Forum consider the proposed lead-in times and build out rates are both unrealistic 

and unachievable for a range of reasons. 

Lead-in times 

2.53 Document CC40 assumes delivery will start in 2024/2025 (i.e. less than 3 years after the 

potential plan adoption date). However, there is no evidence presented by the council 

or the site promoters which demonstrates such early delivery is achievable. 

2.54 Notwithstanding, there is no clear programme which sets out the level of infrastructure 

needed to enable development on either of the Garden Suburbs, nor is there any real 

evidence which clearly shows how the infrastructure will be funded, procured and 

delivered. It is reasonable to conclude some infrastructure will be needed before 

housing delivery can commence and the delivery of this infrastructure will take time. 

2.55 This means, assuming major infrastructure can be delivered (which itself is uncertain), 

to deliver any form of housing on the site, the developer will need to: 

• Undertake pre-application consultation, including public consultation; 

• Engage with consultees and statutory consultees; 

• Understand, and assess, the level of infrastructure needed; 

• Undertake extensive masterplanning; 

• Undertake additional surveys and assessments; 

• Prepare and submit an outline or hybrid planning application; 
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• Ensure a positive determination of a significant planning application; 

• Market the site, following the grant of planning permission; 

• Agree suitable contracts between landowners and developers which address 

complex infrastructure and funding requirements;  

• Finesse the plot by plot Masterplanning of the site;  

• Preparation and submission of reserved matters application(s);  

• Completion on the purchase of parts of the site;  

• Discharge of pre-commencement conditions; 

• Fulfil any s106 requirements; and 

• Implement ground works including roads, sewers, and infrastructure.  

2.56 It seems unrealistic that any of this work could be completed even within a five year 

timeframe and this assumes the necessary major, Calderdale led, infrastructure such 

as the A641 / A644 relief road can be delivered in time. On the basis the route of the 

relief road is currently unknown it is unrealistic to think the Garden Suburbs could deliver 

any housing within 7-8 years from plan adoption (i.e. potentially 9+ years from today). 

Delivery rates 

2.57 It is notable the local plan delivery rates do not align with the Statement of Common 

Ground submitted by the site promoters. In any event the delivery rates are over-

estimated and the council’s assumption the Garden Suburb will each deliver an 

additional 600 dwellings within the plan period is unrealistic.  

2.58 The Council alleges modern methods of construction (‘MMC’) will accelerate delivery, 

enabling the site to deliver in full over the plan period, delivering approximately 600 

additional dwellings with no further loss of Green Belt. However, it is unclear what these 

MMC would involve, which interested developers would implement MMC, what 

delivery rates could be expected, and whether there is local market demand for MMC 

in such volume. Furthermore, no evidence has been presented to show how the 

necessary infrastructure would be in place to enable MMC nor how MMC could deliver 

the shortfall resulting from longer lead-in times. 

2.59 Therefore, the only conclusion is the proposed delivery rates are fanciful and are not 

supported by any reasoned evidence. This further brings in to question the overall 

deliverability of the Garden Suburbs. 
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Note regarding A641 scheme and funding concerns 

1. A641 Bradford-Brighouse-Huddersfield Corridor scheme 

The scheme summary1 identifies 3 options for delivery of all requirements between £33m and £95m.  

A. Core 

B. Core Minus  

C. Core Plus 

The scheme business case document2 defines 4 ‘packages’  

1. Town Centre 

2. Greenways 

3. Cross-Boundary and Minor Works 

4. Strategic Links 

1.1 Scheme funding 

Estimates vary between £33m and £95m depending on parts of scheme selected (i.e. parts A, B and C, 

and parts 1, 2, 3 and 4 above). 

Notes regarding the funding:  

1. Based on 2010 construction costs, whereas other documents utilise 2016 costs 

2. Although claimed not to require specialist technical capability, schemes planned to deliver same time as Cooper 

Bridge interventions, also funded via WY+TF 

• Town Centre funding (1) could be via Brighouse Town Development Board (if successful) to a maximum of £25m – no 

guarantees of any bid money yet  

• WYCA indicative approval up to  £75.54m through West Yorkshire plus Transport Fund 

• Balance (up to £20m) through developer contributions/to be funded elsewhere 

• See below for details on NPIF funding for Clifton EZ road 

1.2 West Yorkshire + Transport Fund3. 

According to WYCA’s Investment Committee, the £1bn transport fund, initiated on 1st April 2015 was 

always intended to include an element of borrowing. Each project has a fixed funding baseline4 which 

cannot be increased unless additional funding is sourced outside the Transport Fund or considered 

acceptable at a future annual Transport Review. 

Funding source Amount (£) million 

Local Growth Fund 600 

Transport Majors 183 

Local Contribution (borrowing) 217 

Total 1,000 

 
1 https://westyorkshire.moderngov.co.uk/documents/s15919/Item%206%20-%20Appendix%202%20-

%20BC%20Summary%20-%20A641%20Bradford%20-%20Huddersfield%20Corridor.pdf 
2 https://westyorkshire.moderngov.co.uk/documents/g864/Public%20reports%20pack%2009th-Jun-

2020%2011.00%20West%20Yorkshire%20and%20York%20Investment%20Committee.pdf?T=10 
3 West Yorkshire and York Investment Committee meeting 9 January 2020 – Transport Fund update  
4 Ibid, Minute 2.9 

https://westyorkshire.moderngov.co.uk/documents/s15919/Item%206%20-%20Appendix%202%20-%20BC%20Summary%20-%20A641%20Bradford%20-%20Huddersfield%20Corridor.pdf
https://westyorkshire.moderngov.co.uk/documents/s15919/Item%206%20-%20Appendix%202%20-%20BC%20Summary%20-%20A641%20Bradford%20-%20Huddersfield%20Corridor.pdf
https://westyorkshire.moderngov.co.uk/documents/g864/Public%20reports%20pack%2009th-Jun-2020%2011.00%20West%20Yorkshire%20and%20York%20Investment%20Committee.pdf?T=10
https://westyorkshire.moderngov.co.uk/documents/g864/Public%20reports%20pack%2009th-Jun-2020%2011.00%20West%20Yorkshire%20and%20York%20Investment%20Committee.pdf?T=10
https://westyorkshire.moderngov.co.uk/documents/s14399/Item%205%20-%20Transport%20Fund%20Update.pdf


 

2. WYCA approvals process 

WYCA approvals process has 3 stage-gates that all business cases progress through to reach 

deliverable project status (when the full case and finalised costs) are approved by the Combined 

Authority. 

Stage Approval process Current status Potential timescales 

1 Eligibility 1. Strategic Assessment 

2. Strategic Outline Business Case 

 

A641 project 

 

Approved 

2 Business case 

Development 

3. Outline Business Case 

4. Full Business Case 

5. Full Business Case + Finalised Costs 

 31/12/21 

29/12/23 

28/06/24 

3 Delivery and 

evaluation 

6. Delivery 

7. Close and Review 

 27/06/24 

12/2025 ± 6 months 

In stages 1 and 2, funding for projects is indicative to the maximum stated in the business case, once 

full business case and finalised costs are approved by the Combined Authority the project move to 

stage 3 delivery and the funding guaranteed. 

The Combined Authority has a policy of ‘over-programming’ (approving more projects than available 

funding) as a method of delivering the maximum value for WYCA citizens. WYCA relies on project 

tolerances (currently 11%) to provide the ‘over-programmed’ funds and the level of underspend is 

continually monitored, adjusting the amount available5 that has effectively been ‘over-promised’. 

There are local examples where WYCA projects indicative funding was reduced as the project 

progress through the stage-gate system towards delivery6 

2.1 Notes on project delivery 

The A641 project is at Stage 1 Eligibility, Strategic Outline Business Case (2) and has yet to progress to 

the full business case. 

Project start date is projected in July 2024 

Project completion date is December 2025 (all agreed schemes – which could be 22 interventions) 

Calderdale estimate all these schemes would start after 28-06-24 and be delivered before 31/12/25. 

This is the period that Cooper Bridge works7 are also planned to take place (duty to cooperate?).  

 
5 West Yorkshire and York Investment Committee – Minutes 9 January Transport Fund Update 2.9 iii 
6 Halifax Courier: Funding blow to major Halifax gateway scheme [accessed 30-07-20 – 13:01] 
7 https://westyorkshire.moderngov.co.uk/documents/s14391/Item%205%20-%20Appendix%201.pdf 

https://westyorkshire.moderngov.co.uk/documents/s14399/Item%205%20-%20Transport%20Fund%20Update.pdf
https://www.halifaxcourier.co.uk/news/traffic-and-travel/funding-blow-major-halifax-station-gateway-scheme-182109
https://westyorkshire.moderngov.co.uk/documents/s14391/Item%205%20-%20Appendix%201.pdf


 

2.2 NPIF funding – Clifton Enterprise Zone road – part of A641 scheme 

DfT NPIF award for the ‘Clifton Business Park Transport Network’8 was conditional upon as follows: 

 Funding (£m) 

2018/19 2019/20 

DfT funding sought 1.500 2.994 

Local Authority 0.225 0.525 

Other - - 

Total 1.725 3.519 

       

Note 1: Department for Transport funding must not go beyond 2019/20 

Calderdale’s application stated completion of works December 2019.  

Therefore, the NPIF funding was about to expire in January 2020 when Calderdale applied for planning 

permission for the road, citing the DfT grant funding. 

The funding has therefore passed its expiry date and to our knowledge, there is no current published 

information which confirms any extension has been granted. 

3. Calderdale’s finances 

2020 Budget 9confirmed the following deficits: 

Year Deficit 

2020/21 £0.7m 

2021/22 £2.8m 

2022/23 £3.6m 

2023/24 £6.4m 

2024/25 £7.7m 

Update to Calderdale Cabinet in August 2020 - Level of the financial reserve is ‘high risk.’ 

1. Calderdale’s financial reserves are already marked as high risk10 in the CIPFA Financial 

Resilience Index 

2. Already behind budget on introducing Section 106 agreements11 

3. Cabinet and Council meetings in September to review the current financial situation – there is 

the possibility of emergency measures will be required to balance Calderdale’s finances 

 
8 Completed National Productivity Investment Fund for the Local Road Network Application Form 
9 https://www.calderdale.gov.uk/nweb/COUNCIL.minutes_pkg.view_doc?p_Type=AR&p_ID=72397 (see 12.2) 
10 https://www.calderdale.gov.uk/nweb/COUNCIL.minutes_pkg.view_doc?p_Type=AR&p_ID=74293 (see 7.7) 
11 Ibid (5.7.4) 

https://www.calderdale.gov.uk/nweb/COUNCIL.minutes_pkg.view_doc?p_Type=AR&p_ID=72397
https://www.calderdale.gov.uk/nweb/COUNCIL.minutes_pkg.view_doc?p_Type=AR&p_ID=74293


 

4. West Yorkshire Combined Authority 

4.1 Funding position 

Funding Amount 

(£m) 

Notes 

Current borrowing  £75m Current Capital borrowing. Source: Prudential funding 

statement12 

Planned additional 

borrowing  

£13.458m Expected capital borrowing 20/21. Source: Capital Financing 

Annex13 

Budget shows further 

borrowing (next 3 

years) 

£235m (short- and long-term financing) will be required to deliver the 

proposed capital programme14 (in Appendix 3) over the next 3 

years (unspecified borrowing in terms of source) 

Unfunded amounts ?? Will be funded through borrowing/grants/savings/general 

reserves, these Projects include15: 

a) Williams rail review 

b) Skills review 

c) further posts in economic analysis  

d) support developing projects to address clean 

growth/circular economy requirements  

e) additional resource to trade and inward investment 

(support creative industries and smart cities) 

COVID-19 shortfall £-12m Revenue budget16 of £100m has -£12m deficit (£2m grant only for 

bus subsidy). See note 2.1 as WYCA only published one-year 

budget due to uncertainties  

Current reserves £8m Update 27 July - Minute 2.717  

MCA costs £3m Upfront costs18 to fund transition for mayoral authority 

TCF funding costs £164.5m WYCA awarded £317m from Transforming Cities Fund BUT needs 

to find £164.5m additional funding19 

4.2 Response from WYCA on their level of borrowing and unfunded projects20 

 In January 2020 a detailed question was asked of WYCA as per the screenshot below. The question 

centred on concerns around the financial position of the Authority. The full question and answer 

appear in the screenshot. 

 
12 https://westyorkshire.moderngov.co.uk/documents/g837/Public%20reports%20pack%2006th-Feb-

2020%2011.00%20West%20Yorkshire%20Combined%20Authority.pdf?T=10 (Agenda Item 5, Appendix 4) 
13 Ibid (Agenda Item 5, Appendix 4  - Capital Financing Annex) 
14 https://westyorkshire.moderngov.co.uk/documents/g837/Public%20reports%20pack%2006th-Feb-

2020%2011.00%20West%20Yorkshire%20Combined%20Authority.pdf?T=10 (Agenda Item 5, Appendix 3) 
15 https://westyorkshire.moderngov.co.uk/documents/s14365/Item%206%20-

%20Budget%20and%20business%20plan%202020-21.pdf (see 2.9) 
16 https://westyorkshire.moderngov.co.uk/documents/s16576/Item%2012%20-%20Budgets%20and%20funding.pdf 
17 Ibid (Agenda Item 2.7) 
18 Ibid (see 2.10 – 2.12) 
19 Ibid (see 2.13) 
20 https://www.yourvoice.westyorks-ca.gov.uk/budget2020 (see screenshot) 

https://westyorkshire.moderngov.co.uk/documents/g837/Public%20reports%20pack%2006th-Feb-2020%2011.00%20West%20Yorkshire%20Combined%20Authority.pdf?T=10
https://westyorkshire.moderngov.co.uk/documents/g837/Public%20reports%20pack%2006th-Feb-2020%2011.00%20West%20Yorkshire%20Combined%20Authority.pdf?T=10
https://westyorkshire.moderngov.co.uk/documents/g837/Public%20reports%20pack%2006th-Feb-2020%2011.00%20West%20Yorkshire%20Combined%20Authority.pdf?T=10
https://westyorkshire.moderngov.co.uk/documents/g837/Public%20reports%20pack%2006th-Feb-2020%2011.00%20West%20Yorkshire%20Combined%20Authority.pdf?T=10
https://westyorkshire.moderngov.co.uk/documents/s14365/Item%206%20-%20Budget%20and%20business%20plan%202020-21.pdf
https://westyorkshire.moderngov.co.uk/documents/s14365/Item%206%20-%20Budget%20and%20business%20plan%202020-21.pdf
https://westyorkshire.moderngov.co.uk/documents/s16576/Item%2012%20-%20Budgets%20and%20funding.pdf
https://www.yourvoice.westyorks-ca.gov.uk/budget2020


 

The answer below confirms that the Authority has unfunded plans which cannot be progressed until 

funds become available, that borrowing has always been planned to complete the West Yorkshire 

plus York Transport Fund and that a reserve has been set aside to meet associated financing costs. 

What this (and over-programming projects) demonstrates is there is no certainty Calderdale can rely 

on ‘indicative funding’ from WYCA to finance projects. 

“The estimated capital budget does require an element of borrowing to complete all the 

schemes identified which in total is a £1 billion programme. For a number of years now a reserve 

has been prudently set aside to meet the cost of this borrowing. 

Our business plans do include aspirations beyond our current level of resources. These ‘unfunded 

plans’ can only be progressed once further funds become available. As mentioned, borrowing 

has always been in our plans to complete the £1 billion West Yorkshire plus York Transport Fund 

and a reserve has been set aside to meet the associated financing costs. A number of projects, 

currently funded from external sources, are under regular review and with further funding bids 

being planned should the opportunity arise. The Combined Authority has prudently kept its 

general reserves above normal levels to either meet the potential challenges we face (e.g. 

Brexit) and / or for use in funding projects where funding has ended.” 

(Budget consultation, 2020)

21 

 
21 https://www.yourvoice.westyorks-ca.gov.uk/budget2020 [accessed 30/07/20 06:30] 

https://www.yourvoice.westyorks-ca.gov.uk/budget2020


 

4.3 Uncertainties around WYCA funding 

There are several material uncertainties around WYCA’s current funding position including: 

Uncertainty Detail 

Growth Deal Ends March 202122 Most of growth deal funding23 now allocated (£360m from 

£516m total) – just £155m remaining for 2020/2021 

Extra borrowing 24it is expected there will still be a requirement beyond 2021 for a broader 

capital programme that would need to be supported by borrowing or yet to be 

identified funding streams 

WT+TF borrowing 25The West Yorkshire plus Transport Fund (WY+TF) reserve was established to 

enable effective management of the borrowing costs of the WY+TF and to 

avoid the need for sudden increases in levy funding. The reserve at the end of 

2019/20 will be £38.2 million and current estimates on the capital programme 

forecast that this reserve starts to be utilised from 2023/24. The capital spend 

and use of this reserve for borrowing will be kept under annual review 

WY+TF fully allocated Transport fund forecast is to be fully contractually committed by the end of the 

year and to spend all but £11.84m, which will be carried over to spend in 

2021/2226 

COVID-19 Must balance the budget or issue a section 114 notice to the government27 

‘Over-programming’ WYCA already over-committing on projects28 

Capital funding All capital funding streams29 to be spent by the start 2021/22 except WY+TF 

Climate emergency No additional funds for Climate emergency - rebranded ‘Clean growth’ budget 

 

4.4 Note on devolution and access to Transport Infrastructure Fund 

Part of the West Yorkshire devolution deal includes a new £4.2bn Transport Infrastructure Fund30. 

However, there are no certainties of any access to this and no clarity around timescales and eligibility 

until the outcome of the mayoral agreement ratified with the government. 

 
22 https://westyorkshire.moderngov.co.uk/documents/g837/Public%20reports%20pack%2006th-Feb-

2020%2011.00%20West%20Yorkshire%20Combined%20Authority.pdf?T=10  (Agenda Item 5, minute 2.3) 
23 https://westyorkshire.moderngov.co.uk/documents/s16368/Item%206%20-

%20Capital%20Programme%20Update.pdf 
24 Ibid, (Agenda Item 5, minute 2.30) 
25 Ibid, (Agenda Item 5, minute 2.34) 
26 https://westyorkshire.moderngov.co.uk/documents/s16368/Item%206%20-

%20Capital%20Programme%20Update.pdf (see 2.3) 
27 westyorkshire.moderngov.co.uk/documents/s16576/Item%2012%20-%20Budgets%20and%20funding.pdf (see 2.6) 
28 westyorkshire.moderngov.co.uk/documents/s14399/Item%205%20-%20Transport%20Fund%20Update.pdf (sede 

2.6) 
29 https://westyorkshire.moderngov.co.uk/documents/g837/Public%20reports%20pack%2006th-Feb-

2020%2011.00%20West%20Yorkshire%20Combined%20Authority.pdf?T=10 (See Agenda Item 5, Minute 2.30) 
30 https://westyorkshire.moderngov.co.uk/documents/s16567/Item%209%20-
%20Capital%20Spending%20and%20Project%20Approvals.pdf (see 5.18) 

https://westyorkshire.moderngov.co.uk/documents/g837/Public%20reports%20pack%2006th-Feb-2020%2011.00%20West%20Yorkshire%20Combined%20Authority.pdf?T=10
https://westyorkshire.moderngov.co.uk/documents/g837/Public%20reports%20pack%2006th-Feb-2020%2011.00%20West%20Yorkshire%20Combined%20Authority.pdf?T=10
https://westyorkshire.moderngov.co.uk/documents/s16368/Item%206%20-%20Capital%20Programme%20Update.pdf
https://westyorkshire.moderngov.co.uk/documents/s16368/Item%206%20-%20Capital%20Programme%20Update.pdf
https://westyorkshire.moderngov.co.uk/documents/s16368/Item%206%20-%20Capital%20Programme%20Update.pdf
https://westyorkshire.moderngov.co.uk/documents/s16368/Item%206%20-%20Capital%20Programme%20Update.pdf
https://westyorkshire.moderngov.co.uk/documents/s16576/Item%2012%20-%20Budgets%20and%20funding.pdf
https://westyorkshire.moderngov.co.uk/documents/s14399/Item%205%20-%20Transport%20Fund%20Update.pdf
https://westyorkshire.moderngov.co.uk/documents/g837/Public%20reports%20pack%2006th-Feb-2020%2011.00%20West%20Yorkshire%20Combined%20Authority.pdf?T=10
https://westyorkshire.moderngov.co.uk/documents/g837/Public%20reports%20pack%2006th-Feb-2020%2011.00%20West%20Yorkshire%20Combined%20Authority.pdf?T=10
https://westyorkshire.moderngov.co.uk/documents/s16567/Item%209%20-%20Capital%20Spending%20and%20Project%20Approvals.pdf
https://westyorkshire.moderngov.co.uk/documents/s16567/Item%209%20-%20Capital%20Spending%20and%20Project%20Approvals.pdf
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