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INTRODUCTION

1. This document has been prepared on behalf of the Clifton Village Neighbourhood
Forum (CVNF) in response to the Calderdale Local Plan Consultation (Stage 1)
(12/2/21 to 12/3/21) following the Stage 2 Hearings. The comments provided within
this report relate to documents which were released in August 2020 but have

previously not been available for consultation.

2. The report focuses on the following Matter 8 and 13 documents from the latest

consultation:
e Hearing Statement (HS8.1B Appendix 1) - ‘COVID-19 Travel Impacts’

(
e Hearing Statement (HS8.1 Appendix 3) — ‘A641 Scheme Delivery Programme’
e Hearing Statement (HS8.1 Appendix 4) — ‘A641 CIP Core Plus Interventions’

o Hearing Statement (HS13.1 Appendix 1) - ‘Thornhills Garden Suburb Modelling’
3. All documents provide fresh evidence which seeks to introduce a different approach

and conclusions in respect of the infrastructure necessary to mitigate the impacts of

strategic allocations in the Brighouse area which are themselves at the heart of and

fundamental to the Local Plan strategy as a whole.

4. There are other documents which are yet to be released (as referred to in Tables 4
and 5 of document CC110 in connection with a second round of consultation). These
include details of the Air Quality cumulative impacts and details of the interventions
required and clarification as to the Council’s position in respect of the necessary
infrastructure which would need to be delivered. Further comments will be made in
respect of these matters once these documents become available and the release
and sight of these documents may also reveal the need to revisit comments made in

this current response to Stage 1 consultation.

5. During the Matter 8 and Matter 15 hearing sessions, CVNF agreed to defer
discussion relating to fundamental concerns in respect of highway modelling,
infrastructure provision and transport matters associated with Garden Suburb issues

on the understanding that there would be an opportunity to discuss issues at the
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Stage 3 Hearings which are to follow this late evidence submission by the Council.
Such discussion of these issues and late evidence remains fundamental to
considering the soundness or otherwise of the allocations and in turn the plan as a

whole.
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MATTER 8 HEARING STATEMENT - APP1 (Part 2) COVID-19 TRAVEL IMPACTS

6. Appendix 1 to the Matter 8 Hearing Statement contains a Technical Note, prepared
by WSP at the request of the council, which considers the potential long-term
changes to travel patterns resulting from the COVID-19 pandemic. The Note advises
in paragraph 1.1 that the Council appointed WSP to ‘set out a narrative on the future
scope to reduce trip rates and encourage modal shift to embed the positive travel
behaviour patterns that have resulted from government actions to combat the spread
of the virus’. The document is dated 4 August 2020.

7. The WSP Note references various actions implemented in response to the virus
(primarily related to the National Lockdown implemented on 23 March 2020) and
behavioural changes which have resulted since. Although there were some
relaxations to the lockdown on 4 July 2020, local lockdowns and other restrictions
have been implemented since. The reality is that despite these restrictions, many

businesses have sought to return to workplaces.

8. The final chapter of the WSP Note ‘Planning and the Pandemic’ sets out some
positive behaviours referred to earlier in the WSP Note which are noted as being
‘desirable to maintain as part of efforts to achieve wider objectives and outcomes’.
However, there is no evidence to suggest that these virus-related restrictions and

effects will be a permanent feature of the transport landscape in the future.

9. For example, one of the more notable components, where a measurable component
relating to transport effects has been quoted, is in respect of ‘Home/remote and
flexible working’. In section 2.2 of the WSP Note, by reference to Google Covid-19
Community Mobility Report information, WSP provide information which suggests
there has been a 45% reduction in trips to workplaces since Covid-19 in West
Yorkshire. The WSP Note is dated 4 August 2020 which suggests that the Google
data adopted for the Note was for the period when the most restrictive lockdown

measures were in place.

10. TTHC has been monitoring traffic and public transport levels since the start of the

first lockdown in March 2020. DfT national data (mlnj://www.qov.uk/qovernment/statistics(transport-use—
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during-the-coronavirus-covid-19-pandemic) has shown that since the WSP information was
presented, traffic levels in the post-lockdown period of August and September to be

very close to their 2019 equivalent day levels:
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11. However, what is also clear is that Public Transport use, has not recovered, reaching

only around 50% of 2019 levels.

12. The Council’s Hearing Statement (HS8.1) includes a table of actions (Table 1) which
takes on some of the WSP recommendations and sets out how the Local Plan will

facilitate them, with references to policies IM4, IM5 and BT4.

13. On the basis of the contents of Table 1 it is suggested that ‘the Local Plan in

combination with the Council’s wider programmes of activity has the potential to help

embed positive travel behaviour patterns, and as a result help to deliver reductions in

the greenhouse gas emissions associated with transport.” [emphasis added]

14. However, the Council has fundamentally failed to evidence how this will be achieved
and what specific measures will be implemented to convert this ‘potential’ into ‘actual’
effects. It is also clear from the available evidence referenced above, that it has taken
only a few months for traffic levels to return to levels similar to 2019, despite local

and regional restrictions being in place whilst public transport use has witnessed
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significant falls. Neither the WSP note or the Council’s suggestions as to how WSP

recommendations can be actioned take account of this reality.
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MATTER 8 HEARING STATEMENT - APP3 and 4 (A641 Scheme Delivery

Programme and A641 CIP Core Plus Interventions)

15. Appendices 3 and 4 to the Matter 8 Hearing Statement relate to the A641 and are

non-technical documents.

16. The last table in the first document in Appendix 3 contains a programme for the A641
with an Outline Business Case being completed in March 2021. To date, this OBC
has not been made available nor the details (scheme drawings) of the measures
being proposed. Such details would be expected to be prepared for such a business

case.

17. Similarly, Appendix 4 contains a map showing the location of interventions and
improvements (referenced under the BG numbers) but again no details have been

made available which show the schemes and the land required to deliver them.
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MATTER 13 HEARING STATEMENT — APPENDIX 1: ‘THORNHILLS GARDEN
SUBURB MODELLING’

18. The Thornhills Garden Suburb Modelling (‘TGSM’) note states that the ‘A641
Scheme is a key infrastructure measure which provides mitigation for the growth

planned by Calderdale, in particular the two Garden Suburb sites in Brighouse.’.
19. It also suggests that;
‘Pre-feasibility work undertaken in 2017 for the A641 scheme was based on the

priority of reducing highway journey times along the corridor. Several strategic

highway links were envisaged at this time, effectively bypassing Brighouse, but also

allowing development site access for the Garden Suburbs and Clifton Business

Park.’ [emphasis added]

but that;

‘Since the pre-feasibility work was undertaken, the A641 scheme has moved on and
adapted to the current policy environment, becoming a multi-modal scheme,
prioritising public transport, walking and cycling in order to reflect the current climate
emergency and changes in local and national policy. This has led to the links through
the development sites becoming primarily for development traffic and with a lesser

role as through routes.’

20. It appears, based on these opening paragraphs that the highway mitigation which
was being pursued and which is clearly required for Brighouse, has mostly been
abandoned in favour of a package of multi-modal measures. However, it is clear
from the content of HS8.1 Appendix 4 that there remains an undoubted intention for
through-traffic to still be encouraged through Thornhills Garden Suburb and Clifton
Business Park (see items BGO07, 08, 10, 12, 15 and 37). HS8.1 Appendix 3 is titled
‘A641 Scheme Delivery Programme’, but it remains unclear which elements of
Appendix 4 are included in this programme, though it is clear whatever is included
has many hurdles yet to clear before there is anything approaching certainty of
delivery. In respect of BG15 for example, it was demonstrated in the Matter 8 and

Matter 15 Hearing sessions that land either side of the bridge is in private ownership
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and the landowner has no intention to make the land available. Hence, in that

scenario the proposed access options are unquestionably undeliverable.

21. However, prior to the Stage 2 Matter 8 hearing session, it remained unclear which

model the Council was relying on in reaching these new conclusions.

22.0n 7 October 2020 (Matter 8 Hearing Session), the Council confirmed their
continued reliance on the Strategic Highway Model. This is the model which TTHC
has made previous representations on, particularly in respect of model validation,
and which have not received a response or challenge from the Council. In particular,
the Council has not challenged or countered the TTHC traffic surveys and journey
time surveys which demonstrate that the Strategic Highway Model underrepresents
existing levels of severe congestion across Brighouse. This unchallenged TTHC
evidence is the only evidence within the examination process which provides an
accurate representation of the saturated highway network within Brighouse. It should
also be remembered that Highways England concluded that the model does not
present a true picture and that a report to the West Yorkshire Combined Authority

concluded that this model will not stand up to scrutiny in.

23. The reality is that several years after submission of the TTHC evidence (reports
M17070-01D and M17070-2B) demonstrating that the Strategic Highway Model does
not even closely represent traffic conditions in Brighouse, this remains the case. The
model therefore cannot be relied upon to assess the impacts of development. Quite
simply, because the Model’s inputs substantially under-represent levels of congestion

so will its outputs and projections of any and all future scenarios.

24. 1t is clear that the Strategic Highway Model is not suitable for concluding on the type
of multi-modal mitigation and its effectiveness and this appears to be recognised in
paragraph 7 of the TGSM Note which states that a ‘new multi-modal transport model

is under development (due to be delivered in September’) and will be utilised for

" This reference related to September 2020.
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further development of the A641 scheme and analysis of its impacts on travel

patterns and mode.’

25. However, this multi-modal model was never completed and is now not to be relied

upon in the local plan process.

26. In any event, in the absence of the multi-modal model to inform the decision-making
process, it could not have been possible to know whether an uncertain package of
multi-modal measures would be capable of suitably tackling existing levels of severe
congestion, let alone mitigating the development implications of planned
development for Brighouse. Until the next Stage 2 Consultation documents have
been released by the Council, there remains a lack of clarity as to what the package
of infrastructure and other interventions are currently intended to enable the delivery

of the proposed development.

27. Whilst the TGSM Note refers to the future multi-modal model, it continues to rely on
the Strategic Highway Model. Paragraph 5 of the Note states that the model
considers the various proposals set out in the A641 Strategic Outline case which are

listed below:

e BGO07 - Widen A643 approach to Brighouse ring road

e BGO08 — Upgrade A643 / A644 roundabout to larger roundabout / signals

o BG12 — New Highway link between A643 and A644 Wakefield Road (through the
Clifton employment site, which confirms continued reliance on allowing through-
traffic)

e BG 37 — Signalisation / junction conversion of Tesco roundabout.

28. Paragraph 8 also notes that the BG10 link (through the Thornhills Site connecting
A641 with A643) is also assumed ‘to allow the significant volume of traffic from the

site to head north without needing to pass through the centre or Brighouse.’

29. However, no details are shown in respect of even a feasibility highway design and
there is no detail to show how the link road could be achieved or how it would

connect to the existing highway network. In fact at the Matter 15 Hearing Session on
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26th November 2020, the Council confirmed it had not even approached the owner of
the land on which an indicative access to the A641 is shown and it should be noted
this is the same land owner who owns the Clifton employment site, with whom the
Council has after many years failed to reach an agreement to acquire the site. The

area of land in question being parcel S as shown on document CC94.

30. This is also a complete change to the methodology undertaken for WSP Technical
Note 13 in that the modelling work for that particular document assumed no link road
through the Thornhills Garden Suburb in the Do Something scenario. In Para 3.1.3
WSP TN13 states:

“The do-something network has not included other proposed WY+TF schemes such
as the later phases of the A629 scheme and improvements to the A641 corridor as
although they are progressing they have not been developed sufficiently to be coded

into the model network at this time. There is also less certainty over their delivery

within the plan period given the early stage of development and design which these

scheme are currently at.” [emphasis added]

Development Traffic and Assessment

31. The TGSM Note fails to make it clear whether the modelling incorporates the traffic
demand associated with the Thornhills development in isolation or whether it also
takes into account the development from the Woodhouse Garden Suburb site and

Clifton Employment Business Park.

32. The proposed Thornhills Development is for 1,998 houses. With regards to trip

generations, the Note states:

“The total number of passenger car units per hour (pcu/h) originating in the

development zone in the AM modelled period is 1,177 pcu/h.”
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33. It would appear the above figure is based on the Garden Suburbs Residential Trip
Rates stated in the WSP Technical Note 13 (August 2020) document, Table 5. The
trip rate for AM peak Departures 0.589.

34. The approach adopted within the TGSM Note has been to consider development
trips in isolation of any operational assessments. It also only presents information for
AM peak figures, with no information at all for the equally problematic PM peak.
Furthermore, this is only a very partial picture in other crucial respects as it does not
actually present any operational assessments at all. It is therefore impossible to
deduce what the implications of the development will be on the highway network.
The Volume/Capacity (V/C) ratios presented are extracted from the Strategic
Highway Model, which as referenced above, has been shown to severely
underestimate true V/C ratios and levels of congestion — there are no operational
assessments of junctions and no details of queuing and delays provided. It is not
therefore possible to even start to properly understand the implications of the
development on the highway network — there is no information provided in terms of

what the development impacts will mean ‘on the ground’.

35. Of the total 1,177 pcu/h AM peak trips proposed by WSP for the development, 361
pch/h (30.7%) are suggested as travelling along the BG12 link towards M62 Junction
25. 179 pcu/h (15.2%) uses the A643 to access the centre of Brighouse and 10 pcu/h
(0.8%) uses the A643 in the northbound direction. There is no information at all to
show how the remaining 53.3% of the proposed development traffic (the majority)
connects with the existing highway network. In all likelihood, far more traffic than is
indicated would exit the site onto the A643 and route towards Brighouse town centre
and M62 Junction 25. No SATURN output from the model is provided to show the

full extent of development traffic distribution.

36. The TGSM Note suggests that 12% travels along A644 to M62 J25 for Manchester,
Huddersfield and Elland. Therefore 18.7% (30.7% - 12%) of traffic travels along M62

heading west.

37. For comparison in the Thornhills Garden Suburb TA the trip distribution for the

development traffic was based on census data. The data suggested 22.3% of the
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traffic would route to/from A643(E) towards M62 Junction 25, this compares to 30.7%
assumed in WSP technical Note in Matter 13 Appendix 1. There is no explanation

provided as why traffic distribution should now be different.
A643 | A644 Roundabout Capacity Limits

38. The TGSM Note presents the impact the proposed development would have at the
roundabout without the BG12 link.

39. Paragraph 15 suggests that with link BG12 in place, an additional 141 pcu/h would
route through the A643/A644 roundabout to reach M62 junction 25 and that this
roundabout would as a result be at only 53% capacity. Given that even now,
substantial queues back up along the A643, this conclusion simply does not stand up
to any scrutiny; it is just one of many clear examples of how the model is not

representative of the current situation and why it cannot therefore be relied upon.

40. CVNF is concerned that 321 pcu/h would route through the A643/A644 roundabout.
This would add to substantial queues which already back up along the A643
approach to the roundabout. Whilst the V/C in Table 2 (without BG12) would
increase to 117%, there is no detail of additional queuing and delay that this over-
capacity scenario would result in — the TGSM Note merely suggests (in paragraph
17) that this signifies ‘an increase in congestion and delay (for this turning
movement)’ without specifying the operational implications for the roundabout. It
should be remembered that this reported level of over-capacity is generated from a
model Baseline which is known to understate the existing levels of congestion. As
such, the level of over-capacity which would be experienced in reality would be

significantly greater.

41. The figures presented in Table 3 of the note show the development (left turn) flow
and the total arrival flow on the entry arm of the A643. The information presented
suggests the junction would operate within capacity if 91% of the proposed
development came forward before either an improvement to capacity at A643/ A644
(BGO08) or BG12 link road is in place. This information is only based on AM peak

information, no PM peak information is presented. Of course, this conclusion is
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simply not credible even for the AM peak, given the unchallenged clear evidence
provided by TTHC that the base model completely under-represents the severe
levels of congestion on the existing network; all of this information sits against the

backdrop of the previous representations made in respect of the model validation.

Conclusion

42. The TSGM Note concludes (based on the existing highway traffic modelling) that the
BG12 link road would be used by approximately one third of the Thornhills
development traffic. The note suggests with the improvements to A643 / A644 and
the wider holistic package of multi-modal interventions being promoted for the A641,
the Thornhills development could be delivered without a requirement for the BG12 in

the plan period.

43. However, this is with a model which grossly understates severely congested Baseline
traffic conditions and which is conditional on 60% of Thornhills development traffic
routeing north via an undisclosed northern access point scheme. It is crucial to note
there is no sound basis for such an assumption, given existing known travel to

work/commuting patterns including census data, as referenced below.

44. The TGSM Note assumes 60% of the development traffic will access the site via the
potential new A641 junction to the north west corner of the allocation, despite the fact
the land owner whose land the junction would sit on has not even been approached.
In the Thornhills Garden Suburb TA the distribution for the development traffic was
based on census data. The data suggested only 13.3% of the traffic would route
to/from A641(N). This is a substantial, unexplained change in assumptions which
goes against all known evidence and simply serves to underestimate the true

proportion of traffic likely to route onto the A643 and A644.

45. With regards to the BG10 link road no details are provided in respect of even a
preliminary feasibility highway design to show how the link road could be achieved
and no details are given regarding its north-western end connection to the existing

highway network.
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46. The document also raises further concerns:

e The note only addresses AM peak flows, no reference is made to the PM
peak scenario.

e The note attempts to quantify the impact with and without link BG12 (New
highway link between A643 and A644 Wakefield Road) but not with and
without the BG10 the proposed link through Thornhills site and utilising a
base model which grossly under-estimates existing severe levels of
congestion and therefore by definition levels of resulting post-development
impacts.

e The note does not provide any assessment of the development impact in the
absence of the infrastructure. This was also a concern raised regarding the
Thornhills Garden Suburb TA in our previous document ref M17070-04A.

e This document only examines the ftransport implications at A643/A644,
despite the fact that WSP TN13 identifies significant capacity issues within
Brighouse in the ‘Do Something’ scenario. The WSP TN13 claims at
paragraph 3.6.7 that the unacceptable levels of congestion in Brighouse are
the result of worsening existing issues but that they appear to be resolvable.
But then no evidence was presented in TN 13 which demonstrated how these
unacceptable issues could be resolved and this recent Technical Note
certainly does not provide any further such information at all.

e As with the Thornhills Garden Suburb TA, the assessments undertaken
assume that significant infrastructure will be in place when there are no
designs for such mitigation or any certainty regarding deliverability.
Furthermore, all assessments rely on a model which unarguably does not
represent existing known levels of severe congestion and saturation within

Brighouse.
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