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CORE STRATEGY FURTHER ISSUES & OPTIONS CONSULTATION 
SUMMARY OF REPRESENTATIONS 

 
INTRODUCTION 

As required by The Town and Country Planning (Local Development) (England) 2004 

Regulations, consultations have been carried out on the Core Strategy Further Issues & 

Options in accordance with Regulation 26 and 27. The Regulations require Local Planning 

Authorities to consider any representations made within a six-week period of consultation 

and to have regard to them when preparing a Development Plan Document for submission 

to the Secretary of State. 

 

Over 1000 organisations and individuals were notified by letter about the Further Issues & 

Options consultation and the availability of the consultation reports.  Subsequently, over 

250 copies of the Report were sent to specific and general consultation bodies as required 

by the Regulations and also to individuals who had requested a copy. The circulation list is 

included at the back of the Schedule of Representations.  

 

Respondents in many cases used only the Council’s Questionnaire to reply; others 

submitted detailed and lengthy written representations either instead of or in addition to the 

questionnaire.  

 

The attached Schedule of Representations sets out in tabular form the Representations 

from the 316 organisations and individuals who replied. Often, the representation was 

simply ‘agree’ or ‘disagree’ with little or no indication as to the reasons; in these cases, it 

was mostly considered unnecessary to comment and it would have been difficult to do so 

any way.  

 

The Schedule of Representations does not include comments received from the Options 

Forms completed at the consultation events.  These replies can be found within the event 

Consultation Logs.   
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The attached schedule is divided into the following sections: 

 

1) The Vision 

2) The Objectives  

3) What is your preferred option? 

4) The Settlement Study  

5) The Initial Sustainability Appraisal  

6) Housing 

7) Economy & Jobs 

8) Transport & Accessibility 

9) Community Facilities 

10)  Environment 

11)   Waste Management  

12)  Specific Areas   

13)  General  

 
 
Should it be necessary to do so, the original representations can be made available 

for inspection. 
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LIST OF CONSULTEES THAT SUBMITTED GENERAL COMMENTS ON THE FURTHER ISSUES & OPTIONS STAGE 
OF THE CORE STRATEGY 
 
Rep 
No. 

Customer 
Ref No. 

Consultee Group/Organisation Agent 

1. 00320 Mrs Janet Cuff Able All Physical Disabled Forum  
2. 00205 John Litt Northwest Regional Development Agency   
3. 00485 Mrs Jean Walker Bradford District Senior Power  
4. 00082 Wilfred Shaw Ilkley Design Statement Group  
5. 00486 Mrs Irene Hudson   
6. 00487 Michael Newman Baildon Moravian Church   
7. 00020 Mr Bruce Barnes   
8. 00110  West Register Realisations  The Land & Development 

Practice 
9. 00492 Mick Thompson    
10. 00491 James Belk    
11. 00490 A Walker    
12. 00489 Shauna and Robert 

Banks  
  

13. 00493 M Turner   
14. 00494 Richard Kunz   
15. 00495 Shelia Robinson    
16. 00092 Emma Williams National Offender Management Service  
17. 00016 Susan Stead Bradford Urban Wildlife Group  
18. 00496 John Bretherick Secretary of Salts Tennis Club   
19. 00497 Laura Crawford    
20. 00498 Norman Scarth   
21. 00499 Robin Coghlan Leeds City Council   
22. 00152 Cllr Roger L’Amie BMDC  
23. 00045 Ian Smith  English Heritage   
24. 00488 Mr Vincent Shaw   
25. 00113 Ian Sanderson West Yorkshire Archaeology Advisory 

Service (WYAAS) 
 

26. 00500 Duncan Hartley Hartley Planning Consultants   
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Rep 
No. 

Customer 
Ref No. 

Consultee Group/Organisation Agent 

27. 00194 Sam Kipling Environment Agency  
28. 00501 Ray Wilkes   
29. 00074 Cllr Chris Greaves  BMDC  
30. 00502 Mrs Suzanne F. Atkinson   
31. 00503 Mr P.H. Flesher   
32. 00504 Dr Eileen White    
33. 00461 Mrs Joanne Besford &  

Mr Tony Zacharczuk 
  

34. 00505 Mr Alvin Norman Friends of Buck Wood  
35. 00506 Christine Kay   
36. 00043  Costco Wholesale UK RPS Planning & Development  
37. 00186 John Pilgrim  Yorkshire Forward  
38. 00507 Dale Cordingley   
39. 00508  Wain Homes  Barton Willmore 
40. 00509 Rachel Wigginton Government Office for Yorkshire and 

Humber (GOYH) 
 

41. 00510 Samantha Turner  North West Regional Assembly  
42. 00115 Michael Baldwin Wharfedale Friends of the Earth  
43. 00197 Nicola Holmes  Network Rail  
44. 00255 Peter Ward  Menston Community Association  
45. 00081 Helen Kidman  Ilkley Civic Society  
46. 00511  Countryside Properties Ltd  Drivas Jonas 
47. 00004  Arnold Laver Drivas Jonas 
48. 00512  Tesco Stores Ltd Burnett Planning & 

Development  
49. 00213 Cllr Gordon Metcalf  Menston Parish Council   
50. 00513  Langtree Artisan Spawforths 
51. 00101  Royal Mail Group Sanderson Weatherall 
52. 00514 Sandy MacPherson   
53. 00515 Peter Boys Brother Investments Ltd  
54. 00084  Keyland Developments Ltd Sanderson Weatherall 
55. 00516  Asda Stores Ltd Drivas Jonas 
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Rep 
No. 

Customer 
Ref No. 

Consultee Group/Organisation Agent 

56. 00517 S.Drye    
57. 00518  GMI Waterside Shipley Ltd Sanderson Weatherall 
58. 00519 Andy MacDonald BMDC – Schools  
59. 00088  Miller Strategic Land Spawforths 
60. 00520 Simon East   
61. 00521  Mi7 Developments  White Young Green 
62. 00522  Prime Property Investments  White Young Green 
63. 00040  Commercial Estates Group White Young Green 
64. 00523  Taylor Wimpy UK Ltd 

 
Dacres, Son & Hartley 

65. 00524 Mrs Lesley Bosomworth   
66. 00021 John Grundy   
67. 00525 Ms Josephine Vento   
68. 00062  Hallam Land Management  Nathaniel Lichfield and 

Partners 
69. 00526 David Herdson   
70. 00527 Colin Holm Natural England  
71. 00528  Fox Land & Property Turley Associates 
72. 00200 Matthew Naylor Yorkshire Water   
73. 00529  Clays of Addingham Dacre, Son & Hartley 
74. 00530 David Blackburn   
75. 00097 Charles Patchett Patchett Homes  
76. 00531 Mr and Mrs Hopwood  Walker Morris 
77. 00532 Mr Tony Kemp  Carter Jonas 
78. 00083 Mrs Christine Dale  Ilkley Parish Council  
79. 00010 Mr Harvey Bosomworth    
80. 00533 Mr Poolton  Turley Associates 
81. 00534 Roy Donson Barratt Developments Plc (Barratt Homes)  
82. 00087 John Davis  Metro  
83. 00535  National Grid Drivas Jonas 
84. 00536  Adare Group Drivas Jonas 
85. 00537 Stephen Corbett   
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Rep 
No. 

Customer 
Ref No. 

Consultee Group/Organisation Agent 

86. 00214 Jo Griffiths  Burley Parish Council   
87. 00538 W. L. Evans    
88. 00539 Mr & Mrs Richterich   
89. 00540 David Machin   
90. 00541 Mr John Horton    
91. 00542 Mr Andrew Mawson Bingley Branch Labour Party  
92. 00543 Cllr Kathleen Brown Ilkley Parish Council   
93. 00544 Joan Hyde Baildon Community Council   
94. 00147 Cllr Howard Middleton   
95. 00545 Sue Skinner   
96. 00481 Jeff McQuillan   
97. 00546 Andy Haigh  Yorkshire and Humber Assembly   
98. 00547 Mr Geoff Best   
99. 00548 Mrs Audrey Hall   
100. 00549 Shelia Suddards   
101. 00550 Anne Knott Haworth Crossroads Stanbury Town 

Council  
 

102. 00551 Joe Varga    
103. 00552 Maura Fisher Peake   
104. 00553 Graeme Willson   
105. 00011 Maud Marshall  Bradford Centre Regeneration (BCR)  
106. 00015 Nicky Hoyle Bradford & Airedale PCT  
107. 00554 Mr V & Mrs S Beckley    
108. 00555 Mr I & Mrs C Campbell    
109. 00556 Mr K & Mrs E Earl    
110. 00557 Mr E & Mrs Kinsella    
111. 00558 Mr P & Mrs B Haley    
112. 00559 Mr B Jefferies    
113. 00560 Mr & Mrs Maynard    
114. 00561 Mr G & Mrs B Cougan    
115. 00562 Mr K & Mrs M Dickinson    
116. 00563 Mr Peter & Mrs Valerie   
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Rep 
No. 

Customer 
Ref No. 

Consultee Group/Organisation Agent 

Sorge  
117. 00564 Mr Bottomley    
118. 00565 Mr Richard & Mr Carter 

Hoddy  
  

119. 00566 Ms Joan Elks    
120. 00567 Mrs Carole Parker    
121. 00568 Ms Diana Gill    
122. 00569 Mr M & Mrs P Robinson    
123. 00570 Mr P R & Mrs T 

Sanderson  
  

124. 00571 Mr G M & Mrs G W 
Everall  

  

125. 00572 Mr J & Mrs A Parker    
126. 00573 Mr T & Mrs M Morton    
127. 00574 Ms Elaine Stott    
128. 00575 Mr A & Mrs J Bentley    
129. 00576 Pat Renton & Adrian Hill    
130. 00577 Mr K & Mrs T Raistrick    
131. 00578 Mr A B Braithwaite    
132. 00579 Mrs Jean Feather    
133. 00580 Mr Keith Renshaw    
134. 00581 Dr G M & Mrs C A Dobbs   
135. 00582 Mrs Marjorie Legg    
136. 00583 Mr or Mrs D Brimacombe   
137. 00854 Mr & Mrs Kennedy    
138. 00585 Mr D Ferry    
139. 00586 Mr R & Mrs M Halliday    
140. 00587 Mr S Dyer    
141. 00588 Ms Constance Pilkington    
142. 00589 Mr K & Mrs M Thornton    
143. 00590 Mr William Slessor    
144. 00591 Mr or Ms M Hyde    
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Rep 
No. 

Customer 
Ref No. 

Consultee Group/Organisation Agent 

145. 00592 Ms Pamela Poole    
146. 00593 Mrs R King    
147. 00594 Mr J & Mrs P Jennings    
148. 00595 Mrs B Stevens    
149. 00596 Mr Davis    
150. 00597 Mrs Empsall    
151. 00598 Mr or Ms D Wilkinson    
152. 00599 Mrs R Newsham    
153. 00600 Mr R & Mrs J M Woolley    
154. 00601 Mrs M Sunderland    
155. 00602 Mr P & Mrs M Bailey    
156. 00603 Mr D & Mrs A Bailey    
157. 00604 Mr M & Mrs C Bailey    
158. 00605 Mr & Mrs Bottomley    
159. 00606 Mr J & Mrs J Hardy    
160. 00607 Mr L & Mrs S  Balaram    
161. 00608 Mr Don Morris    
162. 00609 Mr S & Mrs S Munir    
163. 00610 Mr or Ms R Craven    
164. 00611 Mr Michael Seery    
165. 00612 Mr or Ms G Hudson    
166. 00613 Mr A Thornton    
167. 00614 Mr or Ms Roberts    
168. 00615 Mr K & Mrs U Harris    
169. 00616 Mr E Dinsdale    
170. 00617 Mr M & Mrs E Rich    
171. 00618 Mr C & Mrs C Rumbold    
172. 00619 Mr or Ms B Briggs    
173. 00620 Mr F & Mrs M Strauss    
174. 00621 Mrs A Ronkowski    
175. 00622 Ms Suzanne Hague    
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Rep 
No. 

Customer 
Ref No. 

Consultee Group/Organisation Agent 

176. 00623 Mr Robert Hague    
177. 00624 Mr C & Mrs Johnson    
178. 006 Mr M & Mrs A  Reynard    
179. 00626 Mrs D Iles    
180. 00627 Ms Victoria Aird    
181. x Mr David Aird    
182. 00628 Ms Elizabeth Shaw    
183. 00629 Ms Sally Binns & Mr 

William Clark   
  

184. 00630 Ms Dorothy Edge    
185. 00631 Ms Jennie Bailey    
186. 00632 Mr Norman Potter    
187. 00633 Mr K & Mrs P Thornton    
188. 00634 Mr or Ms D Hudson    
189. 00635 Mr or Ms J Gott    
190. 00636 Mr C & Mrs B May    
191. 00637 Mrs J Grimes    
192. 00638 Mr or Ms J Paul    
193. 00639 Mr R Coverdale, Mrs L 

Coverdale and Miss A 
Coverdale  

  

194. 00640 Mr & Mrs Halliday    
195. 00641 Mr M & Mrs S Thornley    
196. 00642 Mr P & Mrs N Brumfitt    
197. 00643 Mr R & Mrs K Luczyn    
198. 00644 Mr J & Mrs B Bower    
199. 00645 Mr & Mrs Airey    
200. 00646 Mrs O Harland    
201. 00647 Ms Yvette Harland    
202. 00648 Ms Jean Sands    
203. 00649 Ms Louise Westman    
204. 00650 Mr & Mrs Westman    
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Rep 
No. 

Customer 
Ref No. 

Consultee Group/Organisation Agent 

205. 00651 Mrs M Stoney    
206. 00652 Mr & Mrs Carter    
207. 00653 Mr & Mrs Giles    
208. 00654 Ms Christine Pollard    
209. 00655 Mr or Ms I Sheffield    
210. 00656 Mr or Ms P Sheffield    
211. 00657 Mr B & Mrs P Cripps    
212. 00658 Mrs F Sanderson    
213. 00659 Mr S & Mrs E Wiggins    
214. 00660 Miss H Wiggins    
215. 00661 Ms Marion Seymour    
216. 00662 Mr B & Mrs L Vasquez    
217. 00663 Mr T & Mrs C Bloor    
218. 00664 Ms Jessica Bloor    
219. 00665 Mr B & Mrs L Lawrence    
220. 00666 Mr or Ms R Lawrence    
221. 00667 Mr J & Mrs R Wood    
222. 00668 Mr J P & Mrs P M 

Spencer  
  

223. 00669 Mr or Ms D Holdsworth    
224. 00670 Mr M & Mrs S Stephens    
225. 00671 Mr Paul Stephens    
226. 00672 Mr or Ms J Evans    
227. 00673 Mr & Mrs J    
228. 00674 Mr P J & Mrs M E Hope    
229. 00675 Mr J E & Mrs J V 

Woodhead  
  

230. 00676 Mr W & Mrs M Lawson    
231. 00677 Mr or Ms E M Beatty    
232. 00678 Mr & Mrs Adiey    
233. 00679 Mr & Mrs Collingwood    
234. 00680 Ms Irene Thackray    
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Rep 
No. 

Customer 
Ref No. 

Consultee Group/Organisation Agent 

235. 00681 Mr & Mrs T G Ibbittson    
236. 00682 Miss E Bullen    
237. 00683 Miss G Greengrass    
238. 00684 Mr John Charrison    
239. 00685 Mr Gordon Tinsley    
240. 00686 Mr or Ms N S Creek    
241. 00687 Mrs J M Woodward    
242. 00688 Mrs Nancy Emmott    
243. 00689 Mr J & Mrs S Cooley    
244. 00690 Mr A & Mrs J Annakin    
245. 00691 Mr Ron Bell    
246. 00692 Mr or Ms M Bevenage    
247. 00693 Mr or Ms B Hart    
248. 00694 Mr or Ms L Stross    
249. 00695 Mr C J & Mrs D Bennett    
250. 00696 Mr David Fawcett    
251. 00697 Mr & Mrs C Pool    
252. 00698 Mrs June James    
253. 00699 Mr & Mrs Mahowey    
254. 00700 Ms June Catterall    
255. 00701 Mr & Mrs G.W. & M.M 

Hall  
  

256. 00702 Mr or Mrs V Yewdall    
257. 00703 Mr R & Mrs G.M Bloor    
258. 00704 Mr D & Mrs S David 

Heath  
  

259. 00705 Ms Daphne Smith    
260. 00706 Mr A & Mrs C Ward    

Mr J & Mrs L Nelson 261. 00707 
Dr James Nelson 

  

262. 00708 Ms Janet Saunders    
263. 00709 Mr Matthew Nunn    
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Rep 
No. 

Customer 
Ref No. 

Consultee Group/Organisation Agent 

264. 00710 Mr G & Mrs A Nunn    
265. 00711 Mr Alan Plowright    
266. 00712 Mrs Sylvia Hendry    
267. 00713 Mr & Mrs H & V Baldwin    
268. 00714 Mr & Rs B.W Town    
269. 00715 Mr A & Mrs E Chester    
270. 00716 Ms Lisa Brassington    
271. 00717 Mr Anthony Pike    
272. 00718 Ms Bekker    
273. 00719 Mr D & Mrs C Sellers    
274. 00720 Mrs D Turner    
275. 00721 Mrs F Grundy    
276. 00722 Mr M & Mrs A Leyland    
277. 00723 Ms Muriel Bridge    
278. 00724 Mr or Ms A Mathering    
279. 00725 Mr A & Mrs P Walton    
280. 00726 Mr or Ms R. W Pedley    
281. 00727 Mr or Ms S.D Pedley    
282. 00728 Mr or Ms C Pedley    
283. 00729 Mr or Ms G Pedley    
284. 00730 Mrs Sheila Edwards    
285. 00731 Mr or Ms G.R Kay    
286. 00732 Mr or Ms J.L Howard    
287. 00733 Mr W & Mrs A Malloy    
288. 00734 Mr I & Mrs A Spandler    
289. 00735 Mr & Mrs P.R & J.E 

Waler  
  

290. 00736 Mr G.D & Mrs J.E Land    
291. 00737 Mr & Mrs Jowett    
292. 00738 Mr Robert Bently    
293. 00739 Mrs R.E Truelove    
294. 00740 Mr E & Mrs L Gledhill    
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Rep 
No. 

Customer 
Ref No. 

Consultee Group/Organisation Agent 

295. 00741 Ms Michelle Gledhill    
296. 00742 Ms Lisa Edwards    
297. 00743 Mrs H.M Hague    
298. 00744 Mr & Mrs D & S.W 

Ingham  
  

299. 00745 Mr & Mrs K.J Peter 
Norfold  

  

300. 00746 Mr & Mrs Shaw    
301. 00747 Ms Alison, Jane Shaw    
302. 00748 Mr N & Mrs V Brickley    
303. 00749 Mr David & Mrs Carol 

Driver  
  

304. 00750 Mr & Mrs J & 
Mottershead  

  

305. 00751 Mr Michael & Mrs 
Caroline Turner  

  

306. 00752 Mr Denis & Mrs Susan 
Shaw  

  

307. 00753 Mr or Ms F. M Bloor    
308. 00754 Mr Rob Higgie    
309. 00755 Mr or Ms Cresswell    
310. 00756 Mr Harry & Mrs Christine 

Moon  
  

311. 00757 Mr & Mrs A Sharman    
312. 00758 Mr A.K & Mrs B Styles    
313. 00759 Mr J Binns    
314. 00763 Adele Gunn   
315. 00768 Rachel Gunn Craven District Council  
316. 00769 Boyd Riddlesden    
317. 00076 Nick Whitford Highways Agency  
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DO YOU AGREE WITH OUR VISION FOR THE DIFFERENT AREAS OF THE DISTRICT? 

Rep ID Name / Organisation Summary of Representation 

43/ 

00197 

Network Rail  Paragraph 2.9 relating to new railways stations – please note that Network Rail is aware of proposals for new railways 

stations at Apperley Bridge and Low Moor and support these developments.  However with regards to new railway 

stations at Manningham and Laisterdyke please be aware that new stations and hence additional stops along a line can 

create difficulties.  The additions of new stops increases journey times, affecting timetables and will subsequently 

impact on the Train operating Companies.  In particular a new railway station at Manningham would have serious 

repercussions on this train line.   

50/ 

00513  

Spawforths on behalf of 

Langtree Artisan 

The Vision is appropriate and we support the strategic planning up to 2026.  

 

We support the vision for Bradford City Centre to have an enhanced role as a thriving sub regional shopping, cultural, 

civic and commercial centre and the main focus for investment and jobs in the retail and commercial centres, alongside 

city centre living which the New Victoria Place proposals on the former Odeon site advocates.  The New Victoria Place 

proposals will also help drive regeneration of the city centre, creating a new and enhanced public open space and 

expand the employment offer, bringing confidence to the District as a whole. 

51/ 

00101 

Sanderson Weatherall on 

behalf of Royal Mail Group 

Property 

Yes 

53/ 

00515 

Mr Peter Boys, Brother 

Investments (Yorkshire) Ltd 

Yes 

54/ 

00084 

Sanderson Weatherall on 

behalf of Keyland 

Developments Ltd 

Yes.  The vision set out in part 2 of the Spatial Vision and Strategy is, perhaps inevitably, set out in the most general of 

terms.  It is how this vision will be translated into the broad options and then to specific development proposals, on 

which we will comment in detail.  In the most general sense, the overall vision can be supported as it follows general 

principles of national planning policy relating to balanced communities.  However, support for that overall vision does 

not necessarily infer support for particular development options.   
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DO YOU AGREE WITH OUR VISION FOR THE DIFFERENT AREAS OF THE DISTRICT? 

Rep ID Name / Organisation Summary of Representation 

As well as supporting the growth of the Sub Regional City of Bradford, ASDA recognises the need to pursue 

development opportunities in the Principle Towns of Ilkley and Keighley to cater for local needs and promote 

sustainability. ASDA actively support this aspiration, promoted most effectively within Spatial Option1 of the Core 

Strategy, having recently acquired an Outline Permission for the development of a new store within the town of 

Keighley.  

55/ 

00516 

Drivers Jonas on behalf of 

Asda Stores Limited  

Whilst offering support to the need to sustain growth within existing centres, ASDA also agrees with the Council’s desire 

to develop new commercial and shopping facilities beyond the current settlement limits as presented in Spatial Option 

4. ASDA believe that in bringing forward additional sites for development purposes Bradford will benefit from increased 

vitality and viability. ASDA would therefore support a policy which, whilst the protecting the role of the existing centres 

and their supporting facilities, may also deliver wider sustainability, economic and social objectives, thus ensuring 

greater flexibility in meeting the needs of local communities. 

57/ 

00518 

Sanderson Weatherall on 

behalf of GMI Waterside 

Shipley Ltd  

Yes.  It is set out in general terms inevitably, but the importance of Shipley and the World Heritage Site at Saltaire, 

particularly given the objectives of the Airedale masterplan, are supported.   

59/ 

00088 

Spawforths on behalf of Miller 

Strategic Land  

The Vision seems appropriate and we support the strategic planning up to 2026. Nevertheless, given the timescales at 

present it may be prudent to plan beyond 2026 to provide a vision for 15 years from the date of adoption. The provision 

of a new railway station at Apperley Bridge is supported and we would highlight the need for its early implementation in 

the Plan period. 

61/ 

00521 

White Young Green on behalf 

of Mi7 Developments Ltd 

WYGP supports the overall Bradford District Spatial Vision of being a vibrant place that promotes sustainable 

living as a place where residents have good access to a wide range of services and opportunities. We 

also support the vision of Bradford District being a strong driver of the sub-regional economy, 

supporting growth with high quality employment and housing provision. WYGP further supports the 

aims of the District being well connected where facilities and amenities are in locations that encourage 

walking, cycling and the use of public. We also endorse the District Vision of achieving new 

development to contribute to the renaissance of the District by building upon the existing character of 

the District through promoting high quality sustainable design. 
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DO YOU AGREE WITH OUR VISION FOR THE DIFFERENT AREAS OF THE DISTRICT? 

Rep ID Name / Organisation Summary of Representation 

WYGP welcomes the vision for Bradford City Centre to be a major economic driver of the District with an 

enhanced role as a thriving sub regional shopping, cultural, civic and commercial centre. We also agree with 

City Centre living being encouraged alongside providing the facilities and amenities to support this type of 

living. WYGP fully supports the CS vision of the University and the College playing an important role in the local 

economy, that will aid in the development of new creative and knowledge based industries to attract new 

investment as well as attracting people to live, work and visit. We also agree that this investment in the 

University and College will bring new confidence to the District’s overall economic success.  

62/ 

00522 

White Young Green on behalf 

of Prime Property 

Investments Limited  

We offer support of the overarching vision for Bradford District which mentions that as a whole Bradford will be a vibrant 

place that promotes sustainable living and development by 2026. On the back of this we support the drive for Bradford 

District becoming a strong player in the Sub-Region’s economy, supporting economic growth with high quality housing 

provision. WYG fully endorses the idea that smaller settlements including Local Service Centres should maintain their 

own identity and sense of community whilst encouraging improvements to be made to the linkages with larger urban 

areas such as Keighley and Bradford.   

63/ 

00040 

White Young Green on behalf 

of Commercial Estates Group  

We offer support of the overarching vision for Bradford District which mentions that as a whole Bradford will be a vibrant 

place that promotes sustainable living and development by 2026. On the back of this we support the drive for Bradford 

District becoming a strong player in the Sub-Region’s economy, supporting economic growth with high quality housing 

provision. WYG fully endorses the idea that smaller settlements including Local Service Centres should maintain their 

own identity and sense of community whilst encouraging improvements to be made to the linkages with larger urban 

areas such as Keighley and Bradford.   
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DO YOU AGREE WITH OUR VISION FOR THE DIFFERENT AREAS OF THE DISTRICT? 

Rep ID Name / Organisation Summary of Representation 

64/ 

00523 

Dacre, Son & Hartley on 

behalf of Taylor Wimpey UK 

Ltd  

We generally support the majority of what is said in the ‘Spatial Vision’. 

 

On a more minor matter, and with respect to the text on Airedale by 2026, we consider more should be said about the 

regeneration of Keighley as a Principal Town using similar phrases to the text on regenerating Bradford’s city centre 

and the main urban areas. 

 

The text on the relationship between Steeton and Silsden could also be improved to promote a joint approach to 

developing Silsden and Steeton making better use of the rail connection through improvements to the public transport 

network and parking facilities at the station. 

 

We are broadly supportive of the identified Strategic Objectives. However, a missing objective is one that connects 

‘housing needs’ with ‘economy and jobs’, ensuring that jobs and homes are located close to one another. 

65/ 

00524 

Mrs Lesley Bosomworth  No.  For Burley-in-Wharfedale and Menston the emphasis seems to be good rail connections – at peak times it is not 

good –very over crowded – no ticket machine at Burley.  This issue have already been taken up by wrug with Northern 

Rail but turned down.  There is no mention of retaining the character or identities of the villages of Burley-in-Wharfedale 

and Menston.  These two villages are very different and have as much right to retain their individuality as these villages 

in Airedale and Pennine 

66/ 

00021 

Mr John Grundy  No.  Bradford is unlikely to retain its distinctive character if its only ambition is to become a sub-regional City to Leeds. 

68/ 

00062 

Nathaniel Lichfield & Partners 

on behalf of Hallam Land 

Management 

Paragraph 2.8 states that “the Bradford Urban Area will be the main focus for new housing provision” and that 

“emphasis will be placed on the expansion of the urban area in sustainable locations”.  The acknowledgement by the 

Council that extensions to existing urban areas will be needed to accommodate growth in the District to 2026 is 

supported.  This strategy is also consistent with sustainable development principles established in national and regional 

planning policy.  The need for such extensions can be determined through the preparation of Strategic Housing Land 

Availability Assessment. 
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DO YOU AGREE WITH OUR VISION FOR THE DIFFERENT AREAS OF THE DISTRICT? 

Rep ID Name / Organisation Summary of Representation 

Natural England welcomes the spatial vision for ‘Bradford District as a whole by 2026’. In particular we welcome the 

vision’s recognition of the District’s distinctive landscapes, as well as its citing of the need to provide quality green 

infrastructure, recognised for its value to biodiversity and people. We also support the vision’s recognition of Bradford’s 

unique cultural and built heritage as an asset to be protected and enhanced, as well as the role that sustainable design 

will have to play. Further, we are pleased to see an aim to make all development carbon neutral, and adapted to the 

effects of climate change.  

The visions for different areas follow from this vision for the District as a whole and we are pleased to see that the 

Council has recognised that each of the settlements has a role to play in meeting the vision. Each area has a unique 

context, which is also reflected in the Settlement Study, and we welcome the setting out of the special contribution that 

individual areas can make. However, it should be recognised that each of the areas must play its role in meeting the 

overall vision. For instance, we would consider that ‘high quality sustainable design’ is as important in rural areas as 

urban areas. To this end, it would be useful to provide some explanatory text to explain how the individual area visions 

relate to the vision for Bradford as a whole. 

70/ 

00527 

Natural England  

We welcome the reference to creating ‘new and accessible public open spaces’ in Bradford City Centre and ‘recreation 

and open space’ in the Bradford Urban Area, but would suggest that this will be an issue for all areas where there is 

currently insufficient green space. We would also suggest that it will be important to protect, improve the quality of and 

management of open spaces, particularly green spaces. Natural England welcome the integration of data from the 

District’s Open Space, Sport and Recreation Study in the Settlement Study, but feel that this should inform the area 

visions though further references to open / green space where they may be deficient. In relation to natural green space, 

Natural England promote the Accessible Natural Green Space Standard (ANGSt), which states that no person should 

live more than 300m from the nearest area of natural green space of at least 2ha in size1. 

 

                                                 
1 Natural England recommends that people in towns and cities should have: 
-accessible natural green space less than 300m (in a straight line) from home 
-at least one accessible 20 ha site within 2km of home 
-one accessible 100 ha site within 5km of home  
-one accessible 500 ha site within 10 km of home 
-statutory Local Nature Reserves provided at a minimum level of 1 ha per thousand population  
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Option 1.   

All options involve considerable housing growth including green belt releases, but Option 1 does not incorporate the major 

green belt releases close to the administrative boundary with Leeds and apportions least growth the local centres which 

include Menston & Burley & Wharfedale close to the boundary with Leeds. 

Leeds City Council objects to the major green belt releases suggested in all of the Options.  Significant housing growth will 

reduce the gap between Leeds & Bradford leading toward coalescence of settlement.  The countryside will be encroached 

upon and the setting of historic towns & villages could be compromised.  The development of green belt land could lead to 

investment in new housing being diverted from urban sites thereby undermining regeneration of the main urban areas.  As 

such, all of the options would reduce the value of the green belt between Leeds & Bradford & would be contrary to national 

planning guidance PPG2 on Green Belts. 

Leeds City Council also objects to significant housing growth in the form of the urban extension beyond Holmewood and 

new settlement at Esholt in Options 3 & 4 because it is not apparent that public transport infrastructure could be sufficiently 

improved to avoid the generation of significant traffic growth on roads into Leeds.  In particular, the housing growth at Esholt 

will exacerbate congestion at the major junction at Greengates - caused by housing development at Apperley Bridge & Vale 

- which needs infrastructure improvements works now to improve the flow of traffic. 

21/ 

00499 

Robin Coghlan,  

Leeds City Council  

Leeds City Council also objects to the apportionment of 20% of housing growth to local growth centres in Options 2 & 4.  

The local centres include Menston & Burley in Wharfedale and the effects of housing growth in these settlements will be felt 

over the boundary in Leeds in terms of increased traffic. 
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I am assuming that the options in the documents are starting points and that the final LDF will be a hybrid of them.  Any 

consideration of the options has to take a view of the future roll of the constituent parts of the district and how the nation’s 

economy may progress in the future. 

 

The switch from a manufacturing to a service economy that has taken place over the last fifty years may well have run its’ 

course.. Any solution that does not take into account that there might be a higher than predicted requirement for at least 

light industry in the area may well be flawed. Provision of adequate land for employment must have at least as high a 

priority as housing. 

 

To a degree Bradford is an area of two halves, the old Bradford City and the Aire and Wharfe Dale regions that were added 

in 1974. These latter areas have two possible futures either as part of an integrated Bradford or as dormitory towns to 

Leeds.  A problem that I have is that regeneration of the Aire Valley (Skipton – Kirkstall) could be achieved quite 

independently of what happens to central and south Bradford.  In a sense the future of the northern part of the district is 

more secure than the south in that it has two engines driving it, the present boom in Leeds and the regeneration of 

traditional Bradford. 
Option 1 RSS Settlement Hierarchy 

This option has the advantage of concentrating development around a limited number of existing centers. This would have 

the advantage of facilitating increased use of public transport in particular rail.  

Option 2 Continuation of RUDP Strategy 

This shares many of the advantages of option 1 with the added advantage of having a readily been subject to intensive 

consideration and review. 

Option 3 Focused Growth points Around Bradford Sub City Region 

This solution over emphasises development in old Bradford. In practice it could be over dependent on peoples willingness to 

accept city centre living. It could also have adverse effects on Aire Valley Regeneration. 

22/ 

00152 

Councillor Roger L’Aime 

Option 4 Dispersed Growth Points 

It could be difficult to provide adequate public transport for a more diffused pattern of development. The planned level of 

development could damage some or all of the local centers involved. This seems to be a spread the misery option 
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Given the importance of living in the world as you expect it to be rather than as you want it to be I would make the following 

preferences. 

 Options 1 and 2 seem the most achievable. The final solution may well be a hybrid of the two. 

 Option 4 would be my least preferred solution. 

While the predict and provide approach to planning may no longer be either practical or desirable a good plan should try to 

meet the public’s desires rather than the planners conception of what they feel is good for the public 

Proposed Options – General  

Whilst it is accepted that Bradford should be the focus for the majority of development, the strategy needs to ensure that 

development and redevelopment proposals within the Shipley area will not have an adverse impact upon the character or 

setting of the World Heritage Site at Saltaire. 

 

A large number of the settlements being proposed as Principal Towns, Local Growth Centres and Local Service Centres 

have historic cores which have been designated by the Council as Conservation Areas. Most also contain several Listed 

Buildings. In view of the recognition within the Vision of the importance of a high quality environment to the future wellbeing 

of the District, the procedure for selecting settlements for potential development should include an assessment of the 

capacity of each of those settlements to accommodate further growth without compromising either their historic character or 

their wider landscape setting. The latter is especially important given the topography of the District and the relationship of its 

settlements to the landscape. 

Option 1 

We are concerned about the impact which “intensification” might have upon the character of the Ilkley . Any such proposals 

will need to be justified against the analysis of the character of the town as detailed in the Conservation Area Appraisal. 

23/ 

00045 

English Heritage 

Option 2 

We are concerned about the impact which “intensification” might have upon the character of the Ilkley . Any such proposals 

will need to be justified against the analysis of the character of the town as detailed in the Conservation Area Appraisal 

 

Identifying Bingley as a Principal Town is likely to increase the amount of traffic and congestion along the A650. This could 

have an adverse impact upon the character and setting of the World Heritage Site at Saltaire 
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Option 3 & Option 4 

Esholt is an attractive village in the Aire Valley. The whole village (and a substantial area of open space around its built-up 

area) is included within its Conservation Area.  The settlement includes a number of Listed Buildings. Given the character of 

this area, it is not entirely clear where a Growth Point might be located such that it did not detract from the character or 

landscape setting of Esholt or which would compromise the separation of the main built-up area of north-eastern Bradford 

with the settlements of Guiseley and Yeadon to the east. 

Table 1 

In view of the recognition of the importance of a high quality environment to the future wellbeing of the District, one might 

have expected at least a general indication of how sustainable each of the Options is considered to be in terms of the 

impact upon the built and natural heritage of the District. 

24/ 

00488 

Mr Vincent Shaw  

Victor Road Community 

Project  

Option 3 
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All the spatial options are silent on the future role of Ilkley in providing for future employment growth. It is considered that 

Ilkley must be identified as an employment growth area to ensure a sustainable settlement i.e. a place in which to live and 

work. 

 

The underlying assumption running throughout all four spatial options is that Ilkley is to remain a commuter town. This 

approach is not sustainable. It is acknowledged in the Settlement Study that over 57% of the population travel over 5km to 

work; this is already an unacceptably high figure and is not one that should be increased further. Ilkley is identified as a 

Principal Centre and the options are proposing a percentage allocation of between 10% and 30% of the housing 

requirement to primarily this town and Keighley (only Option 2 adds Bingley to this list of Principal Centres). There is 

therefore an acceptance here of significant housing growth in Ilkley through intensification and major green belt releases. 

However, there is no corresponding and required acceptance of the need to sustainably locate housing growth next to 

employment growth. All options will simply lead to a significant and on going increase in the percentage of the Ilkley 

population traveling to work over ever increasing distances in excess of 5km.  

 

The proposed continued intensification of housing development on land in Ilkley will only serve to diminish further the 

availability of employment land or employment purposes (see below for reference to paucity of existing supply) and this will 

exacerbate the role of the town as an unsustainable commuter settlement. 

 

The town does have good rail connections but this service should not be the defining reason for constraining employment 

growth. The carbon footprint of commuters will grow significantly as a consequence of all the spatial options; the true 

objective must be to reduce distances travelled to work (by car and by public transport).  

26/ 

00500 

Hartley Planning 

consultants on behalf of Mr 

M Booth  

PPS1 qualifies that the Government is committed to developing strong, 

vibrant and sustainable communities and to promoting community cohesion in both rural and urban areas. PPS1 clearly 

states that planning authorities should: “Ensure that plans are drawn up over appropriate time scales, and do not focus on 

the short term or ignore long term impacts and the needs of communities in the future.” It is considered very short sighted to 

unnecessarily constrain employment growth in Ilkley. 

28/ 

00501 

Ray Wilkes  I think of the 4 options presented we should not select any but try to keep our options open so that we can pick and mix as 

the future develops.  We should0 try to ensure all are possible, nut not be committed to any.   

29/ 

00074 

Councillor  

Chris Greaves  

I do not accept the need for, or the deliverability of, the level of housing proposed.  The Market will decide on the levels of 

build.  Present levels are circa 1500 units pa, and there is no reason to assume that 2700 units pa will be built.   
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It is wrong to separate Ilkley from our other villages in Wharfedale – Addingham, Burley and Menston.  The reality is that 

they all use the same infrastructure, and must be viewed as one.  The valley must be treated as one entity, and any 

development in the valley examined holistically.  

The effects of future development in Leeds, especially on the A65 and A6030/A660 corridors must be factored into any 

proposal.   

Some assumptions are flawed.  In particular the belief that the Wharfe Valley has good transport links.  This is not the case, 

as the road network is gridlocked at peak times, and the rail network has insufficient capacity.   

The Wharfe Valley could not cope with any major development unless both the road and rail networks were significantly 

upgraded before the development took place.   

However, even if central Government funded the transport infrastructure required the Valley is not a sustainable location for 

the housing. 

 There is no significant industry to keep new residents working within the valley or within a 5km travel distance.   

 The major employment expansion areas in Bradford appear to be in either Airedale or south or west of the city 

where train travel and because of the road congestion, increasingly travel by any other mode of transport is not a 

viable option for Wharfedale residents.   

Schooling. Particularly secondary schooling, is already a serious problem. Ilkley Grammar School is full, and there is no 

space there for further increase in size.  At Menston children use Guiseley School, but the development presently taking 

place in and around Guiseley will soon take up all the capacity there.   

I accept the Valley can cope with a minor increase, say 5%.  However, anything beyond that would cause huge stresses. 

34/ 

00505 

Mr Alvin Norman  

Friends of Buck Woods  

Combination.  Mainly option 2 but with elements of 3 and 4.  Greater development in Keighley, Ilkley and Bingley plus 

expansion in Silsden, Steeton, Thornton and Queensbury.  Holmewood is prime area for expansion with its proximity to 

M606, M62.  Esholt: should make clear this is not Esholt Village but include Apperley Bridge, Thorpe Edge.  Development 

should be avoided here to maintain green corridor along Aire Valley and avoid compartmentalisation of wildlife communities.  

Industry should be encouraged to use brown field sites not pleasant green field. 
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37/ 

00186 

Yorkshire Forward  When considering the spatial options for development in the Bradford District we would support an approach that provides 

for a sustainable pattern of growth, by focusing development in the main urban areas. We would therefore particularly 

support option 3, to focus 70% of development in Sub Regional City of Bradford, as this offers the most sustainable pattern 

of growth, whilst supporting RES Objective 6B (i), which seeks to ‘deliver high quality integrated renaissance programmes in 

all our major sites and towns’. 

  

It may be helpful for the Council to consider how the provision of housing throughout the District will support a similar spatial 

distribution of employment land. According to work carried out by Arup to inform the Regional Spatial Strategy (RES) 

Proposed Changes, Bradford has enough B1 b/c, B2 and B8 land allocated to cover the predicted need of 160ha between 

2006 and 2021. However when considering the distribution of housing the predicted 72.4ha of B1a land needed until 2021 

will need to be considered in terms of the need to locate B1a in town centres based on sequentially preferable sites and to 

line up the level of housing and employment land distribution throughout different part of the district. A pattern of 

development that distributes employment land and housing in line with each other has the potential to reduce the need to 

travel and therefore could contribute towards meeting the region’s target to reduce greenhouse gas emissions by 20 – 25% 

by 2016. 

38/ 

00507 

Dale Cordingley  The four ‘options’ in the Core Strategy all show employment growth areas within the Aire valley and to the east of the city.  

Yet the proposals also suggest significant housing growth away from these areas, particularly in Wharfedale where a 

disproportionate number of houses are proposed compared to other areas (up to a 41% increase).   

 

This would be contrary to the objectives stated in 3.4, where it says “To promote development in sustainable locations that 

reduces the need to travel and minimises the need to travel by car.” All four options of the Core Strategy would have the 

effect of massively increasing Wharfedale commuting to and from work, much of it by car, whether it is to Bradford or Leeds.  

Fundamentally the Core Strategy proposes a dissipation of a significant amount of housing away from the employment 

centres in to other locations.  This shows a total disregard for the impact on people’s daily commute and the significant 

impact on carbon emissions that will result. 
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Lack of joined up thinking  

The Wharfe valley towns and villages cannot be treated in isolation as proposed in the LDF.  The centres of population need 

to be seen in total, as population increases in any of the locations will have significant knock on effects on the others.  

  

Leeds & Bradford appear to be acting in isolation.  The massive growth in Guiseley, including additional housing in the 

pipeline from High Royds, Crompton Parkinson, Moons, Silver Cross, plus proposed developments in Menston at Bingley 

Road and Derry Hill are or will place significant stress on the current infrastructure.  Yet the Core Strategy demonstrates 

that there is a lack of consideration being given to this bigger picture. 

Roads 

The A65 (Ilkley/Leeds), A660 (Ilkley/Leeds) and A6038 (Guiseley/Bradford) are all gridlocked at peak commuting times, 

creating harmful pollution.  The roads in to Leeds are very heavily used and will get worse. More housing is currently being 

built or planned to be built in Lower Baildon and Shipley.  This is adding to the significant congestion currently experienced 

most of the day for people travelling to Bradford. 

Rail 

Whilst there is a rail link in Wharfedale, this should not be confused with good transport facilities.  The trains are 

overcrowded at peak times and residents from local settlements are more frequently work their way up the valley to catch a 

train i.e. they actually drive in the opposite direction to a station where they can park and get on to the train.  This creates 

additional traffic, pollution and demonstrates an inadequate facility.   

 

It is also apparent from enquiries, that Leeds station (Leeds is the main destination for most residents) is unable to cope 

with additional train movements, even following the recent multi million pound investment in the station. Adding more 

carriages does not appear to be an answer as there are limitations on platform lengths and the cost of adding just one 

carriage to the current trains is said to be over £8m p.a. and whilst this would improve current problems, it would not 

address the issue in the medium to long term. 

Buses 

Buses are considered uncomfortable, unreliable and slow and therefore many people will not willingly use them.  The roads 

in Wharfedale, into Bradford and Leeds are not wide enough for bus lanes in most places, so other solutions are required to 

move large numbers of people quickly, comfortably and economically.  This really leads to either improved train services or 

trams/light railways, but the investment required is unlikely to find adequate funding or be sustainable for the Wharfe valley.    
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Schools 

The secondary schools are inadequate in the Wharfe valley for current needs, let alone any further growth.  Children from 

Addingham are now starting to be allocated to schools in Keighley rather than Ilkley.  Menston children have not had access 

to Ilkley schools for some time and have had to go to Guiseley School.  As the Guiseley population grows with the current 

developments, this option will disappear too and squeeze Menston still further.  It would appear from the Core Strategy that 

the out of district education, along with the associated commutes (bus and car journeys) will accelerate under the proposed 

plans, as little or no thought seems to have gone in to this subject.  All of this will also place further demands and stress on 

the infrastructure and heavy investment demands. 

Health care 

The hospitals in the area have been closed, with the exception of Otley, which has been downgraded.  This means that 

people have to be transported some distance to get to these necessary facilities and in addition visitors create emissions 

and are inconvenienced as a result of the travel. 

Infrastructure in General 

The location of any developments and the required infrastructure will need planning at a very early stage to ensure 

sustainability.  By locating the residential areas close to the employment locations, walking and cycle routes could also be 

incorporated in to the plans.  However, it would be foolish to make this issue worse by building even more houses away 

from where people will work.   

 

Significant Government funding will be required for the infrastructure elements of the plan, for without it the plan cannot 

work.  It would be foolhardy to say the least to allow residential development and assume that the rest would ‘come out in 

the wash’ as appears to be the current approach.  It won’t. 

Impact on Wharfedale 

From the preceding sections it is clear that the impact on Lower Wharfedale would be near catastrophic if any of the 

‘options’ were adopted.  The green spaces that we all appreciate would disappear in many areas as the Green Belt was 

eaten away by housing and roads.  The traffic congestion would increase significantly, as would the rail overcrowding.  

Access to Leeds and Bradford would be almost impossible, with the inevitable consequence that people would not move in 

to the district and others would move away. 

 

Industry has moved out of Wharfedale and is unlikely to move back due to the high price of land and the inadequate 

infrastructure.   As a result employment commuting will continue to be in to Leeds and to a lesser extent Bradford. 
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Option 1 

The name of the ‘RSS Settlement Hierarchy Option’ implies that Option 1 is the only option which complies with the RSS, if 

this is in fact the only option which is in accordance with the RSS then the other options are not in fact real options, because 

the LDF must take into account the guidance provided at regional level.  For clarity further guidance must be provided on 

this point, and we suggest that the option is renamed.   

Option 1.  Queensbury is defined as a Local Service Centre, along with settlements such as Cullingworth, Harden and 

Wilsden.  These settlements along with other smaller settlements that are defined as a Local Service Centre are 

considerably smaller, and offer a much inferior number and choice of services, employment opportunities and public 

transport links than the larger such as Queensbury.  Given that there is a wide difference between the smaller settlements 

as listed here and those larger settlements such as Queensbury, it is considered that there must be another layer added to 

the settlement hierarchy to further reflect the size and importance of these settlements defined as Local Service Centres.  

Option 1 apportions 30% of the housing requirement to the two Principal Centres of Ilkley and Keighley. Para 4.12 states 

that the housing development through this option would be provided partly through the major release of Green Belt land, yet 

Table 1 acknowledges that the available green belt land around Keighley and Ilkley may not be suitable for housing given 

environmental constraints such as flood risk, topography and Special Protection Areas.  Ultimately the constraints of the 

green belt land, will restrict the amount of housing that can be delivered in Keighley and Ilkley.   

Option 2 – The name of this option suggests that this Option is a continuation of the old guidance, therefore we suggest that 

direction is given as to whether this option conforms to the RSS 

 

Whilst option 2 differentiates between the most important Local Service Centres, this is not formalised through the proposed 

hierarchy.  If the more important Local service Centres were apportioned their own level of growth, this would help to ensure 

that development was directed into the most sustainable locations.   

39/ 

00508 

Barton Wilmore on behalf of 

Wain Homes Ltd. 

Option 2 – We are also concerned that this option continues to allocate 30% of the housing requirement to the two principal 

centres of Ilkley and Keighley, as stated previously this is not considered to be appropriate given that this is reliant upon 

major green belt land release in areas of environmental sensitivity. 

 

Our client does however welcome the allocation of areas to the south and east of Bradford as areas of potential 

employment growth, as from this area of the city the motorway connections are most easily accessed, and from these 

locations the proximity to Leeds can be taken advantage of in terms of attracting new businesses.   
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Option 3.  As previously states some of the settlements defined as Local Service Centres are sustainable locations which 

benefit from good public transport links, a range of services and a good local retail offer.  As such, we considered that 

greater emphasis should be placed on these locations for development, the allocation of 10% if the housing requirement 

does not allow for the potential of these settlements to be used in order to meet the total housing requirement.   

Option 4.  Our client supports the extra layer within the settlement hierarchy which differentiates between the importance of 

the larger settlements such as Queensbury and Bingley, and the much smaller settlements such as Harden and Wilsden.  

As mentioned earlier this is important in order to apportion a larger rate of growth to those smaller settlements which are 

sustainable locations for development.   

Option 4.  Whilst the housing requirement split apportions the highest percentage to the areas in and around the Sub 

Regional City, and the least to the Local Service Centres, this option relies less on the principal towns.  This means that less 

of the environmentally sensitive green belt will have to be released, and that growth will instead be located within Local 

Growth Centres, such as Queensbury, which are highly sustainable locations for development.   

Option 4.  Our client considers that where Local service Centres are not in a good location for business, some employment 

land should be included in the types of land listed at Para. 4.39, upon which housing would come forward. 

The spatial options should cover more than the location of development and should relate clearly to the key issues, vision 

and strategic objectives trail.  If, for example, housing growth and social inclusion are the key issues for the District, then 

these need to be up-front in the vision and objectives, although the spatial strategy will also need to address the other key 

issues.  The core strategy should also try to avoid setting out a settlement hierarchy as the spatial strategy; it should be 

more than this in that it should set out how the Council plans to deal with all the key issues identified in the different parts of 

the District, not just land uses.    

40/ 

00509 

Government Office for 

Yorkshire & Humber  

The options should be realistic and take into account the constraints placed upon them by factors including national and 

regional planning policy, local issues and resource availability.  For example, options will not be sound if they are not in 

general conformity with RSS and so will not be realistic options that should be progressed.  Also, consideration can be given 

to options within options.  Realistic options will also require the identification of where other stakeholders will need to take 

action. 

42/ 

00115 

Michael Baldwin  None of the options are preferred.  We do not think that the projected growth of 50,000 homes is sustainable, and the 

impact of any of the options is unacceptable.  We want to limit housing growth to within sustainable limits.   
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THE OPTIONS ON OFFER 

The current options suggest a further 4000 to 5500 homes (see notes below) in Wharfedale, a significant increase on 

the existing housing stock of about 13500 properties, from Addingham to Menston. This represents an increase of 30% to 

greater than 40% increase in current housing stock. Even the best selection of Options gives an increase of 2000 properties 

or 15% increase in housing. This is of course well above the increases in Bradford as a whole. To justify this on a 
reasonable SUSTAINABLE basis there has to be suitable employment growth comparatively easy to access for 

these additional Wharfedale residents. 

Unfortunately these issues have not been addressed in the draft Core Strategy Documents. 

No one appeared to recognise the very severe congestion that exists now on the trains and roads from Lower Wharfedale to 

the major employment centres of Leeds and Bradford. It follows that there had been no serious evaluation on what can or 

cannot be done to increase road and rail capacities after taking account of geography, existing limitations due to existing 

development and financial implications. Any solution looks very expensive and so has to be firmly planned now, not 

on an ad hoc basis as developments take place.  

Road infrastructure into Leeds and Bradford via Shipley is already at capacity and is threatened to worsen when all the new 

developments within Leeds at Guiseley, including the extensive sites at Crompton Parkinson and Silver Cross, are 

complete, together with further significant housing plans about Otley the 600 houses at High Royds and within Bradford the 

400 houses at Bingley Road and Derry Hill, Menston. 

Trains into Leeds are already at capacity into Leeds where most of the jobs are, with already passengers from Guiseley 

driving to Menston to get on early morning trains 

Increasing trains into Leeds in the rush hour is currently not possible despite recent extensions to the station. Extending 

train lengths to 5 carriages, with the need to extend platforms, would hardly cope with recent trend increases in passengers 

over the next five years without additional housing in Lower Wharfedale/Guiseley/Otley. Additionally the cost of £8m a year 

for 30 years to achieve this increase would have to be funded by Government Agencies as the amount is far in excess of 

that obtainable out of developers 

Bus priority routes not an option on any of the routes into Leeds or Bradford from Wharfedale due to road width problems on 

significant sections of these routes. 

44/ 

00255 

Menston Community 

Association 

Lower Wharfedale has no significant industry to keep new residents working within the valley and land prices and shortage 

of suitable sites ensures this will remain the case so people have long and time consuming journeys to commute to jobs. 

Indeed the employment prospects in the area has been significantly reduced in recent years by the loss of the Hospitals at 

Menston and Burley, and industry including Garnetts in Otley, Silver Cross, and Crompton Parkinson in Guiseley. 
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All major employment expansion in Bradford appears to be in either Airedale or south or west of the city where train travel 

and, because of road congestion, increasingly by any other mode of transport, is not an option for Wharfedale residents.  

Menston itself has very little employment in the village so most residents have to travel significant distances to work.. 

Because of lack of space and land values this situation is unlikely to change. 

Schooling, particularly secondary schooling, is becoming a serious problem with all the new developments in Leeds nearer 

Fieldhead School, the normal school option for Menston school children, together with no additional capacity on the already 

full Ilkley Grammar School site and the Otley School –Prince Henrys- full for Menston children. Any further building in Lower 

Wharfedale must follow additional School places in Wharfedale either by Bradford or Leeds Metropolitan Authorities. 

Space for housing growth can almost certainly be found, however it will be predominately on Green Belt land away from 

shopping and public transport centres, that certainly will be a problem for older people who wish to move into new 

apartments or young families into affordable housing or other residential accommodation. 

Menston is already short of Recreational Open Space and Playing Fields for the population. A situation that will only be 

made worse by the developments at Bingley Road and Derry Hill. Only minimal village Green space exists in the village and 

no Allotments. 

Menston has undoubtedly serious runoff and drainage problems from the Moor that need resolving. There is also the 

question of whether the existing Sewage and Drainage infrastructure in the village is capable of handling significant 

increases in village housing. 

Currently none of the Options or indeed combination of elements from the Options are sustainable due to lack of additional 

employment in locations that are practical for Wharfedale residents to travel to.  Indeed to be sustainable in the long term 

new housing should be only permitted next to and easily accessible to growth employment areas, a Government objective 

and consistent with para 3.4 – “Further Issues and Options for Consultation” 

Ilkley Civic Society members are not able to give a preference for any of the options proposed by Bradford Council because 

the implications for Ilkley and the Wharfe Valley are unclear in each case. While it is indicated that the options are not 

finalised, each is too restrictive and at the same time too vague in terms of detail. 

The critical issue is how the percentage of growth in each case is allocated between Ilkley and Keighley and the relevant 

Local Growth Centres - this is left unclear.  Local factors need to be considered alongside the regional and district wide 

perspective or unsustainable conclusions may be reached.  

45/ 

00081 

Ilkley Civic Society 

Any significant growth in Ilkley or the Wharfedale would have major implications for existing infrastructure. 
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Schools in the area are generally at capacity and the one secondary school in Ilkley is already having to turn potential pupils 

away, as reported in the local papers this week.  

The transport infrastructure is close to, or even over, capacity at peak periods and the high level of longer distance 

commuting and the relatively low level of employment in Ilkley suggests that this pressure would be increased by more 

housing.  Transport infrastructure takes many years to put in place.  For example, to increase the capacity of the 

Wharfedale railway line means either doubling the railway track between Guiseley and Apperley Junction, increasing the 

platform length to accommodate longer trains, or re signalling much of the track to Leeds. None of these options would take 

less than five years to achieve and probably nearer ten years, taking account current funding arrangements. There are no 

further improvements detailed in the current West Yorkshire Railplan.  

Additional growth in Ilkley could only be achieved only by taking significant land out of green belt, thus gratifying the long-

term speculators who own parts of the key areas and are prepared to make them available. Because Ilkley is squeezed to 

both north and south by designated protected land, the only developments can locate on the south side of the A65 corridor 

east and west of the town. Most land north of the A65 being designated washlands. Between Ilkley and Burley, there is a 

notorious ‘ring slip’ landslide which has cost millions for the Strategic Rail Authority to correct, many acres of very steep 

ground and a disused (landscaped) rubbish tip. Both east and west of the town, the green belt areas are of landscape value 

equivalent to that in the AONB north of the river in North Yorkshire. The suggestion that Ilkley should take 50% of the 

houses in Option 1 (7 500) overlooks the fact that this would double the size of Ilkley by 2026.  Does this mean building 

another town with the same population of Ilkley between Ilkley and Addingham? 

We suggest that Bradford should be campaigning actively to ensure that all dwellings being built (subtracting those houses 

being demolished to make way for replacements) should be included in the count towards targets. This should include 

windfall sites as there are very few designated housing sites in Ilkley. Communal dwellings should be counted more 

effectively - for example - a residential nursing care facility for 200 people should count as more than ‘one dwelling’. If these 

points mean changing national legislation, then BMDC should press for this as a matter of urgency. People who occupy 

windfall sites still need infrastructure and nothing additional is ever planned for such developments as they normally fall 

below the number of 24 dwellings.  

It is also worth noting that in recent floods Ilkley was effectively cut-off. Improvements to the A65 and the Moor Road to 

prevent flooding are highly unlikely, if not impossible from a technical viewpoint. 

Clarification of the statement in relation to llkley that, "Housing will be provided...commensurate with a town of this size" per 

the Spatial Vision and Strategy para 2.19 is needed. 
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Our client acknowledges that the focus of the forward Spatial Option within the Core Strategy should be the larger 

settlements, but considers that the development of employment opportunities in rural areas such as Silsden should form an 

important part of the Core Strategy and, as such, would support Spatial Options 2 and 4, which afford a more balanced 

approach to development across the settlement hierarchy. 

Outside of the principal towns, which, with a population of over 15,000 could include Baildon, Silsden and Queensbury are 

the largest and most significant of the district’s Local Service Centres, with Silsden playing an important role in the Aire 

valley. The acknowledgement of the role of Local Service Centres to rural economies, and the allocation of land at the 

Keighley Road / Belton Road, would be consistent with PPS7 ‘Sustainable Development in Rural Areas’, which states that 

regional and local planning policies should sustain, enhance and, where appropriate, revitalise country towns and villages 

for strong, diverse, economic activity, whilst maintaining local character and a high quality environment. PPS7 also states 

that, away from larger urban areas, planning authorities should focus most new development in or near to local service 

centres where employment, housing, services and other facilities can be provided close together. 

Furthermore, this approach is considered to be more consistent with the Spatial Vision that is set out in the Core Strategy, 

which identifies that, by 2026, Silsden will become an important centre for the northwest of the district, with a diverse local 

retail offer, commercial base and housing provision. In seeking to identify specific development opportunities to sustain the 

status of Silsden, the land at Keighley Road / Belton Road is considered to be highly preferable, given its proximity to the 

A650 and the shared railway station at Steeton, and the fact that its development will not contribute towards additional 

vehicle movement through the centre of the village. 

46/ 

00511 

Drivers Jonas on behalf of 

Countryside Properties Ltd 

The role of ‘Airedale Corridors: A Masterplan and Strategy for Airedale’ in the consideration of spatial options is also noted.  

This document identified a significant demand for high-quality industrial and office premises from both businesses wanting 

to relocate from Keighley and Craven and inward investors into Airedale, and concluded that a new rural business park at 

Silsden would provide a way of meeting this demand. The point identified above about residents of Silsden travelling for 

employment opportunities is clearly also relevant in this regard.   

47/ 

00004 

Drivers Jonas on behalf of 

Arnold Laver & Company 

Ltd 

Arnold Laver does not seek to offer particular endorsement to any one of the four strategic options identified within the 

Further Issues and Options document, but supports the recognition within all four spatial options that the Canal Road 

Corridor is critical to growth within the Bradford Sub-Regional City. This recognition is no doubt because of the role that the 

Corridor can play in fulfilling the stated Strategic Objectives of the Core Strategy. 
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Settlement Study Draft for Consultation, November 2007 states in Para.3.3 that “the total population of the District at the 

time of the 2001 Census of Population was 467,665”. This is a significant fall from the 1991 figures.  And in Para. 1. 20 of 

Issues and Options for Further Consultation, November 2007 it states that “The housing requirement has increased … 

based on the latest household projections. From 2008 this equates to 2,700 dwellings per annum to 2026” A simple 

calculations makes this (18x 2,700) 48,000 in total. Why then does Bradford put the figure at 50,000? It contrasts with the 

figures in the RUDP Par.6.3 (Housing) which was set by RPG12, par. 3.22 of an annual target of 1390 additions to the 

housing stock in the period 1998 – 2016.  

There is of course another particular factor which needs to be taken into account in this particular part of the District 

(Wharfedale/Ilkley). The main thrust of PPS3 is summed up in Par.9 Strategic Housing Policy Objectives and it is for 

affordable housing. One problem in this area is that there is a continuous confusion of the need for more housing and 

housing need – too often the Council does not make this distinction. It is particularly acute in this area. Ilkley is now seen as 

the second least affordable place in the country with a price to earnings ration of almost 12:1. It therefore makes little sense 

to set such a high target for this area where landowners can demand extremely high prices. However we do need to 

acknowledge that there is a particularly high need for affordable housing in the area but unless the 40% target is set based 

on a threshold of perhaps five or less then we will continue to see little but unaffordable executive homes being built here. 

There is of course the further problem of infrastructure and services which has been thrown into stark relief in recent weeks 

with the news that a significant number of pupils from Addingham in the Ilkley pyramid of schools have not been allocated 

places at The Grammar School for this year. It is a scenario which informed opinion in the town has been predicting for 

some years now and which will only worsen if Ilkley is to almost double in size in Housing terms alone. Transport problems 

would also considerably worsen for railway users down the line from Ilkley. We have been told over the years that it is 

impractical to lengthen platforms and add more carriages so a much higher population in Ilkley would mean the already 

overcrowded peak trains from Ilkley would result in no places for people from Burley 

None of the options put forward for Ilkley can be welcomed. The conclusion must be that even option 4 in the consultation 

paper must be rejected and that the Council has to go back to the drawing board on this issue. When the revised RSS is 

published in May the people of this District would appreciate it if the consultation on this document were a lot more 

accessible, transparent and part of a genuine consultation process in order that they can have some influence on having it 

significantly revised. 

53/ 

00515 

Mr Peter Boys, Brother 

Investments (Yorkshire) Ltd 

Option 1 
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54/ 

00084 

Sanderson Weatherall on 

behalf of Keyland 

Developments Ltd 

Combination.  In broad terms, Keyland Developments Ltd support options which: 

A) Confirm the importance of the M606 corridor as a location for significant additional employment development and 

growth. 

B) Encourage efficient re-use of Brownfield sites; 

C) Explore the scope for further consideration of development potential for employment generating development in the 

Esholt area, including the potential for changes to Green Belt boundaries; 

D) Support further investigation of potential for housing development in the Esholt area, again, involving potential green 

belt releases, but also needing to take particular account of the constraints imposed by sewage treatment works.   

 

On this basis, elements of all four options are supported in relation to points A) and B) above, while options 3 and 4 

reflect all four areas of interest of Keyland Developments Ltd. 

 

The overall reference on this basis of current information would be for option 3).  This reflects the key elements and 

opportunities which Keyland Developments Ltd have identified, but in other terms is considered to reflect the most 

sustainable approach to regeneration and meeting future development needs across the district as a whole.   

57/ 

00518 

Sanderson Weatherall on 

behalf of GMI Waterside 

Shipley Ltd 

Combination.  Each option identifies the importance of Shipley (including Saltaire) as an area with growth of innovating 

industries should be encouraged.  This approach is supported through this representation as a realistic reflection of 

market and investments aspiration.   

59/ 

00088 

Spawforths on behalf of 

miller Strategic Land 

We believe that the best scenario would be to follow the RSS Settlement Hierarchy, which supports the renaissance of 

Bradford and prioritises the delivery of existing allocated and safeguarded sites in the Adopted UDP. These sites have 

already been through a recent Examination in Public and have been considered by the Inspector to be deliverable sites 

and appropriate for development. Locating development primarily in Bradford and the more sustainable towns focuses 

development in the high order settlements. The benefits of this type of scenario are that it would, in accordance with 

PPS3, allow a wider choice of housing locations and bring higher levels of investment into the District.  
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The preferred spatial approach to Bradford District needs to realise the potential for the renaissance of the city itself, prior 

to dispersing growth into the Airedale Valley and satellite towns. The renaissance of Bradford is crucial to the success of 

the District and the Leeds City Region. Therefore, existing sustainable sites within the city limits, including safeguarded 

sites in the Adopted UDP, should be brought forward ahead of developing growth points outside of these limits, such as 

at Esholt and Holmewood. There is a need for Bradford to consolidate and regenerate before Green Belt releases, new 

settlements and urban extensions are considered. Similarly, dispersing growth to all settlements would increase the need 

to travel and could allow significant developments on the edge of small villages, which would be out of character with the 

surrounding area.   

Therefore, none of the Spatial Options proposed seem to accommodate a desirable approach that will be able to deliver 

the sustainable future for Bradford District and its Vision. A combination of Spatial Options 1 and 3 seems to be the more 

appropriate way forward. This would focus development primarily within Bradford City, but also appropriate scale within 

Keighley and Ilkley to cater for their needs and the regeneration of the Airedale Valley. Local Service Centres would 

accommodate some development to cater for their needs and the surrounding rural villages. Following a thorough review 

of land within the City Limits and the development of available land, including all existing allocated sites and safeguarded 

land, Green Belt releases in sustainable locations on the edge of Bradford City should be considered or released through 

an appropriate phasing policy. 

The basic problem I have is that I cannot agree with any of the four options put forward, none of them are in any way 

palatable or seemingly informed by the constraints inherent in expanding Ilkley to the status of a Principal town. Any 

significant addition to the housing stock in the Wharfe valley would surely mean a significant erosion of the Green Belt. 

Encroaching to any significant extent on higher ground runs up against the problem of the Moor and its special status to 

say nothing of the drainage problems this would mean for lower down in the valley. Building on the valley floor runs up 

against the problem of flood plain or else taking out large chunks of the best quality agricultural land in the district, which 

hardly comes under the rubric of joined up thinking when the problem of increasing world food shortages must be taken 

into consideration these days. Infrastructure problems in terms of public services of schools and transport are seemingly 

intractable which means even option four cannot be considered a viable option.  

60/ 

00520 

Simon East  

Above all the figures on which the whole edifice is built simply do not add up as they differ significantly from ONS figures 

which are supposed to underpin the policy. 
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Settlement Study Draft for Consultation, November 2007 states in Para.3.3 that “the total population of the District at the 

time of the 2001 Census of Population was 467,665”. This is a significant fall from the 1991 figures.  And in Para. 1. 20 of 

Issues and Options for Further Consultation, November 2007 it states that “The housing requirement has increased … 

based on the latest household projections. From 2008 this equates to 2,700 dwellings per annum to 2026” A simple 

calculations makes this (18x 2,700) 48,000 in total. Why then does Bradford put the figure at 50,000? It contrasts with the 

figures in the RUDP Par.6.3 (Housing) which was set by RPG12, par. 3.22 of an annual target of 1390 additions to the 

housing stock in the period 1998 – 2016.  

There is of course another particular factor which needs to be taken into account in this particular part of the District 

(Wharfedale/Ilkley). The main thrust of PPS3 is summed up in Par.9 Strategic Housing Policy Objectives and it is for 

affordable housing. One problem in this area is that there is a continuous confusion of the need for more housing and 

housing need – too often the Council does not make this distinction. It is particularly acute in this area. Ilkley is now seen 

as the second least affordable place in the country with a price to earnings ration of almost 12:1. It therefore makes little 

sense to set such a high target for this area where landowners can demand extremely high prices. However we do need 

to acknowledge that there is a particularly high need for affordable housing in the area but unless the 40% target is set 

based on a threshold of perhaps five or less then we will continue to see little but unaffordable executive homes being 

built here. 

There is of course the further problem of infrastructure and services which has been thrown into stark relief in recent 

weeks with the news that a significant number of pupils from Addingham in the Ilkley pyramid of schools have not been 

allocated places at The Grammar School for this year. It is a scenario which informed opinion in the town has been 

predicting for some years now and which will only worsen if Ilkley is to almost double in size in Housing terms alone. 

Transport problems would also considerably worsen for railway users down the line from Ilkley. We have been told over 

the years that it is impractical to lengthen platforms and add more carriages so a much higher population in Ilkley would 

mean the already overcrowded peak trains from Ilkley would result in no places for people from Burley 

None of the options put forward for Ilkley can be welcomed. The conclusion must be that even option 4 in the 

consultation paper must be rejected and that the Council has to go back to the drawing board on this issue. When the 

revised RSS is published in May the people of this District would appreciate it if the consultation on this document were a 

lot more accessible, transparent and part of a genuine consultation process in order that they can have some influence 

on having it significantly revised. 
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The basic problem I have is that I cannot agree with any of the four options put forward, none of them are in any way 

palatable or seemingly informed by the constraints inherent in expanding Ilkley to the status of a Principal town. Any 

significant addition to the housing stock in the Wharfe valley would surely mean a significant erosion of the Green Belt. 

Encroaching to any significant extent on higher ground runs up against the problem of the Moor and its special status to 

say nothing of the drainage problems this would mean for lower down in the valley. Building on the valley floor runs up 

against the problem of flood plain or else taking out large chunks of the best quality agricultural land in the district, which 

hardly comes under the rubric of joined up thinking when the problem of increasing world food shortages must be taken 

into consideration these days. Infrastructure problems in terms of public services of schools and transport are seemingly 

intractable which means even option four cannot be considered a viable option. 

WYGP supports the general approach proposed in the four spatial options for future settlement growth across the 

District. This indicates that at least 50% of future growth in the District should be located in and around the sub-regional 

city. Identified as being; Bradford, Shipley and Baildon south of Otley Road. 

WYGP supports the proposal of Bradford City Centre being identified as a concentrated growth point for settlement 

growth as proposed under all four strategic spatial options. We believe that directing new housing development in 

Bradford City Centre will help to fulfil the Vision for the City Centre of creating a vibrant centre as well as achieving a 

more sustainable growth patterns in the District. 

WYGP consider supports a spatial option which proposed new focused growth around the Bradford sub regional city, 

whilst allowing for the most sustainable pattern for future growth in the District and for reasonable growth in the Principal 

Towns of Ilkley and Keighley and in the Local Service Centres. 

61/ 

00521 

White Young Green on 

behalf of Mi7 Developments 

Ltd  

WYGP understands that should the Leeds City Region New Growth Points (NGP) bid be successful, then one of the key 

locations as part of this bid is for the delivery of new housing in Bradford City Centre / Shipley and Canal Road Corridor. 

Therefore, it is understood that spatial option 3 does take consideration of the NGP initiative being implemented, with 

extensive future development being located in this area.     

62/ 

00522 

White Young Green on 

behalf of Prime Property 

Investments Limited   

WYG welcomes the focus that has been placed on the re-use of previously developed land and other sustainable 

development. We also recognise and support the emphasis that the Core Strategy has placed on the need to meet 

housing, business and commerce requirements across the whole District. 
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WYG agrees with the overarching strategic objective as set out in the Emerging Core Strategy which has the aim of 

providing a range of quality dwellings, in terms of type and affordability to cater for the current needs and future growth of 

the District. WYG feels that the future growth of the District should include housing development in smaller settlements 

such as Cullingworth and this should be reflected in the Core Strategy. 

The Local Housing Assessment (January 2008) makes reference to higher income households moving to rural and semi-

rural locations.  To provide for this trend and prevent leakages to neighbouring Authorities greater growth and flexibility 

should be encouraged in Local Service Centres where lower density housing developments can be achieved.    

Local Service Centres – Economic Importance 

Local Service Centres do play an important part in sustaining the District’s rural economy. WYG supports the Economic 

Objective as set out in the Core Strategy which is to promote a successful growing economy, by fostering indigenous 

firms and by attracting inward investment in the high value creative, innovative and knowledge based industries. 

Facilitating the development of rural industries, businesses and enterprises would accord with the requirements of Policy 

E7 of the draft RSS which aims to encourage the diversification and strengthening of the Region’s rural economy. Within 

this policy there is also an expectation that support will be given to towns which act as a ‘hub’ for the local economy; also 

that rural towns should provide the main focus for employment development. Whilst we agree that Bradford City Centre 

will be a focus for this development we believe that smaller settlements across the wider District should benefit from this 

inward investment. However, the smaller settlements will not be able to maximize their potential as contributors to the 

economy unless the Core Strategy provides greater flexibility for this to occur within the outlined Spatial Options.  

Spatial Options and Our Recommendations 

As mentioned previously all four of the Spatial Options in the Core Strategy make limited provision for housing and 

employment development in Local Service Centres. However, there are extenuating circumstances that should be 

considered by the Core Strategy which would warrant a greater level of flexibility for opportunistic development to come 

forward in these Smaller Settlements. Indeed, the Initial Sustainability Appraisal (SA) which forms part of the Core 

Strategy consultation mentions that low levels of development in Local Service Centres can limit the potential to cater for 

residents needs, particularly for affordable housing, to support facilities and attract people to be able to contribute to the 

local community and economy. Growth should be targeted in areas that are available and capable of accommodating 

development particularly in light of the substantial Green Belt and other constraints around the Sub-Regional Centre and 

Principal Towns. 
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WYG does not wholly support any of the Spatial Growth Options. We promote a spatial option which offers the widest 

choice of potential locations for housing and employment which seeks to spread economic growth beyond the Bradford 

Sub-Regional city. WYG have a concern that if very little growth is permitted in the Local Service Centres this would 

mean less opportunity to influence a change in the housing stock, which would impact on the range of housing types and 

affordability available for local communities. WYG feel that there should be greater flexibility to allow large allocations and 

opportunistic windfalls to come forward in Local Service Centres. WYG also feels that if economic development is only 

permitted to provide enough to cater for local needs then this might inhibit inward investment. Offering a wider selection 

of locations for employment will provide potential investors with the greatest choice of sites. This could potentially 

increase the likelihood of high quality job opportunities and enterprise locating in the Bradford District. 

When considering the suitability of a Local Service Centre such as Cullingworth for increased development it is clear to 

see that even relatively small settlements can and do play an important role not only for the existing residents but also for 

the immediate hinterland areas. For example the primary and secondary schools located in the village support 1200 

pupils from Cullingworth and the surrounding area. There are also a number of services and facilities located in the 

village which are used by residents and visitors alike. The accompanying settlement study which forms part of the Core 

Strategy consultation states that Cullingworth has a good range of facilities, and that the area has been identified in the 

Housing Needs Survey (2005) as an area in need of affordable housing provision. For this reason alone the Core 

Strategy should allow greater flexibility to allow Local Service Centres such as Cullingworth to prosper and continue to 

develop their important role.  
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64/ 

00523 

Dacre, Son & Hartley on 

behalf of Taylor Wimpey UK 

Ltd  

Firstly, it is considered that the 4 options are presented with little or no evidence base in terms of the actual deliverability 

of the options in real terms. This apparent lack of evidence potentially generates a false set of options. 

 

It is not clear within the options whether the percentage split within Principal Towns and Local Service Centres is split 

equally between each settlement.  For example in Option 1 - 30% of total housing growth is proposed within Ilkley and 

Keighley - does this equate to 15% in each Town, or is the 30% sub-divided according to other determining factors, e.g. 

population, employment growth, availability of land? 

 

Whilst there is some indication e.g. of preference to specific LSC’s in Option 2, it is not clear how the housing provision is 

proposed to be distributed to each Principal Town and LSC for each of the options.  

 

Assuming, for the purposes of assessing each option, that the distribution is equally split, the table below provides an 

indication of how the percentage splits equate to annual housing provision, taking the RSS Proposed Changes annual 

gross figure of 2,740 for the Bradford District. The figures in brackets are the individual annual requirements in each town 

or centre, based on an equal distribution.  

 
 

  Bradford sub 
Regional City 

Principal Towns Local Service 
Centres 

Local 
Growth 
Centres 

TOTAL 
(Gross) 

Option 
1 

1,781 p.a.       
(65%) 

822 p.a. (411 
each?) 
(30%) 

137 p.a. (8 each) 
(5%) 

   
2,740 
 

Option 
2 

1,370 p.a. 
(50%) 

822 p.a. (274 each 
includes Bingley) 
(30%) 

548 p.a. (32 each) 
(20%) 

   
2,740 

Option 
3 

1,918 p.a. 
(70%) 

548 p.a. (274 
each) 
(20%) 

274 p.a. (15 each) 
(10%) 

   
2,740 
 

Option 
4 

1,781 p.a. 
(65%) 

274 p.a. (137 
each) 
(10%) 

137 p.a. (13 each) 
(5%) 

548 p.a  
(78 each) 
(20%) 

 
2,740 
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Option 1: 

Option 1 is too spatially focussed towards Keighley and Ilkley, at the expense of the Local Service Centres, which would 

see only 5% of the District’s annual development.  While there is clearly some growth potential in both of these Principal 

Towns, the level of development proposed in this option would be unprecedented and without any evidence to support its 

deliverability. 

Option 2: 

Option 2 is too also spatially focused on the Principal Towns of Keighley, Ilkley.  Bingley is not a Principal Town in the 

RSS are there are therefore immediate issues regarding terminology and conformity with the RSS. 

Option 3: 

Option 3 is too spatially focussed on the Bradford Sub Regional City and overly reliant on growth points around the main 

urban area, at the expense of growth of potential other settlements along the Airedale Corridor for example. 

 

The 70% split towards the Bradford Sub-Regional City development area would require a build rate of almost 2,000 units 

per annum from within an area with multiple transport, environmental and market constraints which have in the past 

combined to deliver housing at rate of only one third of that suggested in Option 3.  Combining this with a widely 

accepted slow down in the City Centre apartment market, we consider Option 3 to be both unrealistic and undeliverable.  
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Option 4: 

Of all the identified options, we consider that Option 4 to be the nearest to that option that could deliver sustainable 

development at the rate required by the RSS.  However we do not fully agree with the approach in Option 4 and suggest 

an alternative ‘Option 4a’ based upon our following concerns.  This Option 4a is attached at Appendix 1. 

 

Option 4 maintains a focus towards the Bradford Sub Regional City, including new growth points, but also includes Local 

Growth Centres separate from the main urban area.  These will assist in the delivery of additional housing but may not 

conform to the terminology used in the draft RSS (September 2007 Modifications).  Further evidence is required to 

demonstrate the sustainability credentials of these Local Growth Centres.  

 

We do not consider that either Burley or Menston should be considered ‘Local Growth Centres’.  There is limited land 

available within both these settlements beyond the Phase 2 housing allocations. Including Menston and Burley as Local 

Growth Centres within Option 4 would require the delivery of a significant number of dwellings in a part of Wharfedale 

that has limited available brownfield land, significant environmental constraints and little scope to improve upgrade the 

public transport network.   In our option 4a, we downgrade these two settlements to that of Local Service Centre. 

  

We consider that growth needs to be distributed across the District to ensure that future housing supply meets all market 

demands. Too much emphasis on the Bradford main urban area will be at the expense of the rest of the District, and will 

result in distorted growth with not all jobs not being located near to new homes. 
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There may also be protected and priority species populations within several of the areas proposed for development and 

consultation with the Local Records Centre (in Bradford’s Case, West Yorkshire Ecology) will be important. 

 

Many of these areas exist within the green belt, and, prior to any consideration of utilising green belt land, baseline 

information should be gathered in the form of a wide ranging review of the green belt. Such a review could look at a 

number of issues, including, though not exclusive to:  

• Assessing the green belt within the context of the draft RSS3 

• Assessing the physical constraints to sustainable development in the green belt, including, crucially, consideration of 

the environmental capacity of the area, taking account pressures such as climate change; 

• Assessing the quality, including landscape and biodiversity quality, and accessibility of green belt land; 

• Identification of long term defensible boundaries to the green belt; 

Assessment of opportunities to enhance the green belt to deliver maximum benefits to people and wildlife together. 

It is also important to note that new development itself offers important opportunities to provide good quality green 

infrastructure, and opportunities for good quality and sustainable design that complements the local landscape and 

townscape. This is true not just outside the urban area, but also within towns and villages. PPS9, for example, suggests 

that local planning authorities should maximise opportunities for building in biodiversity in and around developments.4 

Natural England, have, in partnership with a number of local authorities, including Bradford, mapped a number of green 

infrastructure opportunity areas in Bradford. This project will help inform the LDF process, and where potential 

development coincides with green infrastructure priorities, account should be taken of the extent to which developments 

are able to contribute to the integrity, enhancement and creation of substantial connected networks of green space, in 

line with policy ENV 15 of the Draft RSS.   

                                                 
3 Government Office for Yorkshire and the Humber, 2007. The Yorkshire and Humber Plan: The Draft Regional Spatial Strategy Incorporating the Secretary of 
State’s Proposed Changes, Government Office for Yorkshire and the Humber, Leeds. 
4 ODPM, 2005. Planning Policy Statement 9: Biodiversity and Geological Conservation, TSO, Norwich 
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A further element to assessing the appropriateness of the options is their contribution to sustainable development in 

Bradford. The comparison of strengths and weaknesses of each option, summarised at table 1, includes reference to 

how each option links to transport corridors, and tables in the settlement study indicate the public transport and cycling 

facilities within each area. We welcome this assessment, but note that travel distance rates are high from many outlying 

settlements as well as Ilkley and Bingley. Options that promote significant housing growth in these settlements are likely 

to increase traffic and associated pollutants in the District, unless public transport potential, including links to new 

potential employment growth areas, are improved in line with development. This is considered to a limited extent within 

the sustainability appraisal, which indicates that Option 2 in particular may lead to longer journeys. While we 

acknowledge the importance of ensuring that development takes place within public transport corridors, it will be 

important to ensure that there is sufficient use of policies to encourage the use of public transport, walking and cycling in 

line with PPG13 and the Local Transport Plan and that the potential for increased accessibility between housing, 

employment and public transport routes is fully implemented in line with the approach set out at Policy T3 of the Draft 

Regional Spatial Strategy. 

To summarise our response to this question we believe that no single option can be chosen without a thorough appraisal 

of the green belt, assessment of the impacts on priority habitats and protected sites / populations of protected species 

and the testing of any preferred approach via a Habitats Regulations Assessment to discern effects on SPAs and SACs 

which are scoped in to the assessment. We also believe that accessibility via public transport, walking and cycling will 

need further consideration to ensure the propose new housing and employment areas contribute to sustainable 

development. 

71/ 

00528  

Turley associated on behalf 

of Fox Land and Property 

Four spatial options are proposed within the paper, all of which recognise that in order to accommodate the necessary 

levels of housing growth proposed for the district, a significant proportion will need to be located in Principal Towns 

defined as Keighley, Ilkley and potentially Bingley.  The paper also recognised that in order to accommodate growth it will 

be necessary to release sites currently allocated within the adopted UDP as Phase 2 Housing sites and Safeguarded 

Land, together with major green belt releases and urban intensification.  T does not more it clear however, whether each 

of these measures are to be weighted equally or are stated in order of sequential preference and/or priority.  Further 

clarification should therefore be provided on this point.  Notwithstanding this, the position is supported by my client, given 

the scale of development to be accommodated and the likely constraints on the availability of suitable land within the 

district.  Furthermore, the scale of the housing requirement plainly could not be accommodated wholly in the urban area, 

and doing so would not provide the required balance and choice of housing sites.  
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It is not clear how the proposed percentages have been derived or how the overall proportion of housing to be 

accommodated within the Principal Towns is to be split between them.  The draft Settlement Study prepared by the LPA 

recognises that Keighley offers a significantly superior range of facilities and services including schools, shops and health 

facilities compared with Ilkley and Bingley and it is therefore considered to present a more sustainable option that the 

other two towns and accordingly is able to accommodate a greater amount of housing growth.  The provision of housing 

in sustainable locations close to a range of facilities is fully consistent with the Governments sustainable development 

objectives set out in PPS1 and to reduce the need for car journeys in PPG13 and is therefore supported by my client, 

with support given to the maximum weight of housing being accommodated within Keighley.  

 

Furthermore, compared to the other Principal Towns Keighley has a much higher level of allocated Phase 2 Housing 

Sites and Safeguarded Land (56ha) compared with Ilkley (none) and Bingley (17.63ha).  Given the recognised need for 

the release of Phase 2 housing sites and Safeguarded Land, it is therefore appropriate that the majority of the housing 

growth be accommodated in the Principal Towns, should be directed to Keighley.,   

On the basis of the above, Fox Land and Property fully supports option 1 of the Core Strategy Issues and Options paper 

as this accords with RSS spatial objectives relating to the distribution of development within the LCR.  It recognises that 

the precise proportion of housing to be accommodated by the Principal Towns must be carefully considered but that the 

greatest proportion of the development is directed to Keighley as being the most sustainable settlement.  This approach 

would sloe utilise the availability of Phase 2 housing sites and Safeguarded Land available in Keighley which have been 

previously examined in public, found acceptable and specifically reserved for such future needs.   

72/ 

00200 

Yorkshire Water  Yorkshire Water’s largest operational interest in the Bradford area is Esholt Waste Water Treatment Works (WWTW).  It 

is a large strategic works serving over 300,000 people, where sewage and sludge are handled and treated to ensure that 

the environmental impacts of wastewater meet European standards.  Our concern is to preserve the operational integrity 

of this asset and to continue to meet the demands placed on it by the businesses and people of Bradford.   

 

Due to the requirements of the Freshwater Fisheries Directive we are currently undertaking an extensive programme of 

improvements at the works, due to be completed by 2010.  This will lead to a significant area of land being released from 

operational use.  The majority of this land is likely to become available for development during the lifetime of the Local 

Development Framework.  Esholt WWTW already has three areas of land allocated as Major Developed Sites within the 

Adopted Replacement UDP and any land that becomes available would be classed as a brownfield site within the Green 

Belt.  
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The likelihood of surplus land at Esholt becoming available for re- use was identified within the Master Plan as part of the 

long term vision for the area.  It has also been highlighted in two of the Spatial Options presented in this Further Options 

consultation.  We would support, in principle, the allocation of housing and employment uses in the area.  Any future use 

will have to be compatible with the continued operation of the WWTW, albeit within a reduced footprint.  The Core 

Strategy must complement and support the aspirations of the Master Plan whilst allowing greater flexibility in terms of 

land use allocations that will meet both Yorkshire Water’s operational requirements and the social, economic and 

environmental needs of the area.  Due to this we believe that Spatial Option 3 offers the most appropriate distribution of 

housing. 

In terms of the spatial options, we generally believe that option 3 offers the best distribution in terms of utilising existing 

infrastructure.  As the majority of development will be focused around the urban area of Bradford.  It also focuses less 

development to the principal towns where it is less likely that existing capacity exists and more likely that Greenfield land 

will be used.   

In selecting a preferred option, the selection of the level of housing and employment growth, which is feasible in each 

Local Service Centre, needs to be tested.   The extent of recent growth and development in other LSC’s in the same 

housing market sub area should be recognised in selecting one or more LSC’s capable of accepting modest growth. In 

this context, there is now more scope for, and advantage arising from, growth at Addingham compared with Burley and 

Menston. With improved public transport connections, modest growth at Addingham would fit well with the future 

settlement hierarchy in Wharfedale. 

All 4 options contemplate Green Belt release around Ilkley and we agree that this is necessary but with significant 

limitations on any expansion to the north or south. Any Green Belt review should include land around Addingham, 

particularly where the Green Belt functions and values of land are rather limited. 

In various parts of the 4 options, the Council seeks to rely on phase 2 UDP allocations for development in a number of 

the LSC’s.  It is fairly clear that most of this phase 2 sites will be built out in the earliest years of the plan period, and clear 

provision has to be made for a 5-year available supply and a 15-year plan supply.  In this context, a Green Belt review in 

and around the Wharfedale settlements is inevitable. 

73/ 

00529 

Dacre, Son & Hartley on 

behalf of Clays of 

Addingham 

The concept of local growth centres in option 4 is a possibility, but this should not be applied to Burley and Menston.  As 

stated in 4.8 above, all Local service centres should be subject to detailed capacity testing to establish their individual 

growth potential. We do not support any of the 4 options in full and consider that further work is necessary on the 

capacity of the principal towns and LSC’s to accept particular levels of growth. There should be differentiation between 

LSC’s based on their capacity to accept growth. 
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74/ 

00530 

David Blackburn  None – all unrealistic.  If none how provision for services can be made i.e. education, utilities. 

75/ 

00097 

Charles Patchett,  

Patchett Homes  

1. Residential development should be encouraged around the existing settlements that form the Bradford area. 

2. Concentration of new housing in Canal Road area of Bradford, although convenient and sustainable, will not be 

desirable those looking for family housing.  

3. Too many apartments have been and are being built in city centres that only cater for the younger age groups 

and do not promote family life. 

4. We need more housing for families. 

5. The constraints placed on development sites by planning policies makes sites more expensive and less viable, 

leading to less housing and fewer affordable properties, 

6. Bringing more sites forward for development will give more choice to developers and bring land process down.   

Spatial Option One- the Preferred Spatial Option 

Spatial Option One: RSS Settlement Hierarchy Option is fully supported and the preferred Spatial Option. This option 

provides the most sustainable choice for development with the majority (65%) of development occurring in the Sub-

Regional City and 30% in the Principle towns of Keighley and Ilkley. 

This option is supported as it is also in conformity with the Regional Spatial Strategy. The Revised Draft RSS is close to 

being adopted and will be by the time Bradford issues its Preferred Option Core Strategy. It would therefore be wise to 

ensure that the Core Strategy is in general conformity with the RSS from the outset. The target for RSS policy YH5 is for 

more than 50% of housing to be focussed in regional and sub- regional cities and towns. 

Furthermore, Spatial Option One is the most sustainable option as it aims to provide new development in and adjacent to 

existing settlements therefore reducing the need to provide development in the smaller, less sustainable settlements 

(only 5%). 

76/ 

00531 

Walker Morris on behalf of 

Mr & Mrs Hopwood  

Spatial Option Two 

Spatial Option Two does not provide the most sustainable strategy for the location of growth as it is more dispersed. 

Fewer dwellings are to be located in the main Sub-Regional City in favour of providing them in the Local Service Centres 

(20%). This would encourage more commuting to jobs and local services as people are less likely to travel further 

distances on public transport. This option would also promote the release of Green Belt sites in the least sustainable 

locations. 
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Option 3 

The housing and employment distribution better reflects current thinking with regards to New Growth Points.  We support 

the areas identified for housing growth but question the proportions, namely the small growth in Local Service Centres of 

10%.  We prefer 5% but recognise that a higher proportion may be required to fund affordable housing. 

 

The employment sites are more concentrated which means they would be easier to serve by public transport in an 

effective and cost efficient manner.  We do not support the development of significant numbers of jobs in Holmewood due 

to the relatively poor public transport links (i.e. linear link into Bradford on the Core Frequency (10mins) 617/8 route) but 

recognise there may be a need to provide local employment in this area.  The development of employment sites along 

Tong Street/Holme Wood could be explored further due to reasonable bus links to Heavy Woollen District/SW of 

Bradford.  I would suggest this area undergo accessibility analysis to gain an understanding of its accessibility. 

Option 4 

We are generally supportive of the housing distribution in this option, with the possible exception of the Local Growth 

Centres (LGCs) in Thornton and Queensbury because, although on Core Frequency bus routes they are linear in nature 

and thus not as accessible as the other LGCs that are better connected with the rail network.  If Silsden is to be included 

as a LGC then significantly improved access is required between the settlement and Steeton and Silsden Station (e.g. 

bus services, a good quality cycle route and improved crossing facilities on the A629). 
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83/ 

00535 

Drivers Jonas on behalf of 

National Grid 

Our Client owns the land at Dockfield Road, Shipley (shown on the enclosed plan). Located to the south of Dockfield 

road and to the north of the Leeds to Liverpool Canal.  On behalf of our Client, we have been engaging in pre-application 

discussions with Bradford Metropolitan Borough Council in relation to the suitability of the site for mixed-use 

development. 

 

It has been proposed within the emerging Core Strategy that the focus for proposed new residential developments take 

place within the Bradford city area including Shipley. Shipley falls within each Spatial Option relating to housing growth 

for the district and has few limitations and restrictions in relation to the disposition of residential development. 

 

The site falls within the Dockfield Road Mixed Use Zone as defined in the Airedale Masterplan. While this is not a 

statutory document, it is considered a material consideration for planning applications and is being taken forward as part 

of the development of Bradford’s Local Development Framework (LDF) documents. 

 

With a population of over 16,900 people living in Shipley, the town offers an attractive place for residential development 

with frequent bus services and Shipley railway station providing rail links to Airedale, Wharfedale, Leeds and Bradford. 

The West Yorkshire Local Transport Plan has identified major public transport projects within Shipley – focused on 

connecting the bus interchange with the railway station. 

 

The role of ‘Airedale Corridors: A Masterplan and Strategy for Airedale’ is to cover issues in Shipley in light of competition 

from Leeds and Bradford in the consideration of spatial options, transport links and congestion. However, the purpose of 

this representation is to demonstrate our support for residential led growth in Shipley, as is also supported in the 

Settlement Study and accompanying Sustainability Appraisal.  Sites close to the town centre benefit from high levels of 

accessibility and can play a key role in planning for climate change and delivering sustainable development. 
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84/ 

00536 

Drivers Jonas on behalf of 

Adare Group (Adare)  

Our Client owns land at Dockfield Road, Shipley. On behalf of our Client, we have been engaging in pre-application 

discussions with Bradford Metropolitan Borough Council about the suitability of the site for mixed-use redevelopment. 

 

It has been proposed within the emerging Core Strategy that the focus for proposed new residential developments be 

placed within the Bradford city area including Shipley. Shipley falls within each Spatial Option relating to housing growth 

for the district and is stated to have few limitations and restrictions. 

 

With a population of over 16,900 people living in Shipley the town offers an attractive place for residential development 

with frequent bus services and Shipley railway station providing rail links to Airedale, Wharfedale, Leeds and Bradford. 

The West Yorkshire Local Transport Plan has identified major public transport projects within Shipley – focused on 

connecting the bus interchange with the railway station. 

 

The purpose of this representation is to demonstrate our support for residential led growth in Shipley as also supported 

by the Settlement Stud and accompanying Initial Sustainability Appraisal. Sites close to the town centre benefit from high 

levels of accessibility and can play a key role in planning for climate change and delivering sustainable development. 

85/ 

00537 

Stephen Corbett 1. Mismatch between location of dwelling units and the location of accommodation (all options) 

There is a mismatch between the potential growth centres and the location of accommodation. When I look at the maps 

of the options, it seems clear to me that there are not good transport links between the potential growth employment 

areas and Ilkley and Burley-in-Wharfedale and Menston corridor 

  

If the employment growth areas are going to be on the Bradford outskirts and around Keighley. How does it make sense 

to build in Ilkley and Burley-in-Wharfedale and Menston without improving the transport infrastructure (road and rail). 

  

How are people going to get to these employment areas? The current road infrastructure is already inadequate.  To get 

to the supermarket I must travel to Ilkley or Guiseley but the road to Ilkley often gets clogged and now it is the same to 

Guiseley (due to growth of dwelling units and the road capacity). How is this going to improve with an increase in 

population. Are the Road links going to improve, is the train line going to improve. I would have thought that this was a 

pre requisite for growth. 
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2. Options for dwelling units in Ilkley, Burley and Menston ignore Leeds.  (All options) 

There has been substantial growth of dwelling units in Guiseley and surrounding areas (I don’t know about Otley) this is 

ignore in these plans. Just because Ilkley, Burley and Menston are on the boundaries of North West Bradford you seem 

to ignore the growth of Leeds Metropolitan district. By growing Menston and Burley and ignoring Guiseley you would 

have built an urban area without adequate transport infrastructure. 

3. Inadequate Transport Infrastructure (all options) 

As stated in 1 and 2. The transport links (road and Rail) are already at there limits and by putting more people along the 

Menston – Ilkley road. How will they move around? The road to Ilkley and Guiseley from Burley often has bad traffic 

jams. Without addressing the transport infrastructure issue you are going to make things worst. 

The train link isn't much better. Already the trains are overcrowded with Leeds council going to put two more stations on 

the Ilkley-Leeds Line 

4. These options ignore people working in Leeds (all options) 

Many people who live in Ilkley-Burly and Menston corridor actually work in Leeds. So any growth in this area will not 

benefit Bradford – It will benefit Leeds. 

 

5. These options are vague. Where will the house go? 

I find all the options very vague. I cannot imagine where the houses will go? What do each of the different options mean 

for Burley-in-Wharfedale?  What is the distribution of dwelling units between the different local service centres, I cannot 

tell. How many houses are going to be built here? And where they would be built, there might be locations in Burley that 

are acceptable but I cannot tell from these plans. 

6. More time for consultation. I have had no time to look at these plans. I only heard from someone this Tuesday. My 

comments are based on the Summary document. I wish I knew about these plans earlier. 

7. Putting more people under the flight path.  

Leeds Bradford Airport is set to grow by 100% over the next 5 years. The plane fly over us and by increasing the 

population more people will suffer from air population. 

8. Growth in Burley but inadequate community facilities. Burley hall has been closed for a year now and it is 

threatened to sell it to private developers. 
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86/ 

00214 

Jo Griffiths,  

Burley Parish Council  

The Parish Council does not feel that any one of the options is to be favoured we believe that there are alternatives to 

those offered that would more satisfactorily fulfil the criteria as outlined. 

 

87/ 

00538 

W.L.Evans 1. The housing requirement of fifty thousand dwellings over eighteen years seems excessive.  How has the figure been 

derived? 

2. Ilkley, Burley-in-Wharfedale and Menston are target areas for all options because of train connections to Leeds and 

Bradford. 

3. The existing train system is grossly overloaded which is creating car parking problems at stations.  Also the present 

station platforms are not long enough to accommodate additional carriages 

4. The A65 and A6038 roads to Leeds, Shipley and Bradford are already over burden.  Additional homes in these areas 

will create traffic deadlock. 

5. Assuming one hundred thousand increase in population in 2026, new schools hospitals, and supermarkets will be 

required. 

6. Water, sewerage and refuse disposal systems will require upgrading. 

 

In my option, the infrastructure is presently inadequate to meet the needs of the four options proposed in your report.   

88/ 

00539 

Mr & Mrs Richterich Mrs Richterich and I are totally opposed to any additional housing plans which impact on the appearance and quality of 

life in the Wharfe valley.   

90/ 

00541 

Mr John Horton  Option 1 

91/ 

00542 

Mr Andrew Mawson, 

Bingley Branch Labour 

Party  

Option 4. 

Consideration should be given to small-scale employment development in former industrial villages.  Why must all former 

mills become housing? 

92/ 

00543 

Cllr Kathleen Brown,  

Ilkley Parish Council 

Planning Committee 

Option 4 

As stated before, Ilkley more connected to Leeds.   

Overloaded infrastructure already.   

Limited opportunity for jobs in Ilkley.   

Housing should be concentrated in job growth areas.  

Whilst saying the Option 4 would have been a preferred option, we do not consider even this to be feasible.   
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Like most people living in Wharfedale, I am appalled at the prospect of yet more housing and associated infrastructure.  I 

am also surprised and worried by the general lack of awareness on the part of the general public of this issue. 

We live in a country that is already grotesquely overcrowded, resulting in congestion, pollution and environmental 

degradation, not to mention a whole range of concomitant social and human problems.  Wharfedale is one of the few 

areas that have managed to resist (or escape!) the worst effects of over-development.  Speaking to people in the locality, 

a common theme emerges; THEY DO NOT WANT ANY MORE DEVELOPMENT!  Not 30% or 20% or 10% but nought 

percent.  This is not “nimbyism” because if you speak to people in towns and cities they also want places like Wharfedale 

preserved if only as a recreational developments spreading ever outwards!  And nor do we! 

We object to any increase in housing in Ilkley, whether ‘brownfield” or ‘greenfield’.  We have already experienced an 

unacceptable level in the intensification of density in Ilkley over the last ten to fifteen years, and we are continually seeing 

examples of creeping urbanisation around the Otley/Menston/Addingham corridor. 

As a planning Department, why not take the courageous step of talking about the elephant in the sitting room, i.e. over-

population.  This could involve challenging both central and local government to have an intelligent debate with the 

general public about this subject.  Allied to this theme is the issue of changing patterns of owner-occupancy i.e. the 

growth of single households., 

104/ 

00553 

Graeme Wilson  

The great environmental scientist James Lovelock (author of the Gaia hypothesis) has said that the optimum population 

for the British Isles is approximately 30 million people.  We are already twice that number…..!  To wish for reduction in 

the population, let alone a mere stabilisation, does not mean that one is a misanthrope or a fascists, it simple means that 

one is concerned about a healthy balance between man and nature.  Let’s get real about this!  We cannot carry on 

gobbling up huge tracts of land without the balance becoming horribly out of kilter and the consequences catastrophic. 

105/ 

00011 

Bradford Centre 

Regeneration  

Of the options presented BCR supports the development of Option 3, which concentrates development in growth points 

of the city centre, Canal Road Corridor, Esholt and Holmewood.      

 

Having read the documents out for consultation our main comments are that the description of Bradford and its role could 

do more to reflect the importance of the regeneration of the city centre, its potential and critical importance to the growth 

of the Leeds City Region. In addition there could be commentary on the crucial importance of an action plan for transport 

and the importance of a funding bid to provide financial support for the infrastructure needed to deliver regeneration in 

the Canal Road Corridor. 
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The tPCT has no preference at this stage for any of the four Spatial Options, primarily because the sustainability 

appraisal does not quantify the impacts nor provide sufficient detail to make a direct comparison between the options in 

terms of health impact or health gain. Access to health services is clearly often easier in urban and suburban settings and 

planned growth in more rural areas will need to take account of travel and transport accessibility. Involvement of the 

tPCT in any future sustainability impact assessment would help us to distinguish between the options. 

106/ 

00015 

Bradford & Airedale Primary 

Care Trust  

The development of a comprehensive primary care commissioning strategy is a key priority for the tPCT over the next six 

months.  The major focus of this strategy is the shape and face of primary medical services over the next 20 years.  The 

tPCT is also considering the provision of pharmaceutical and optometry services and will build on the dental 

commissioning and oral health strategy that has already been approved resulting in dental care for an additional 20,000 

patients. We are analysing current supply and demand and overlaying that analysis with known political, social, economic 

and technical developments.  This work will dovetail with other developments such as urgent care, care closer to home 

and management of long term conditions. The resulting strategy will drive the investment in a primary care infrastructure 

that is able to respond to the changing needs.   By 2011, patients across the whole of Bradford and Airedale will be able 

to access high quality primary medical care provided from modern facilities within their community. Our patients will be 

able to access primary medical care when they need and want it, in a way that suits them, and they will be able to 

exercise true choice, informed by high quality patient information. The preferred Spatial Option for the LDF, once 

finalised, will be a key driver for these crucial investment decisions. 
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314/ 

00763 

Adele Gunn  My selection for the preferred areas of development was a combination of the Esholt Hall area.   

Obviously the government has sight of a bigger picture than the one outlined to us at the meeting so therefore it is hard to 

judge what type of homes were needed. 

I know that you used the phrase "affordable housing" but that is all relative.  If you can foresee building more prestigious 

houses at the present - then making them fashionable town houses would be more appropriate with environmentally 

friendly attributes such as solar panels for heating and lighting and car sharing management systems, possibly with 

rooms suitable for ergonomically friendly home offices, catering for persons entering into less traditional jobs. 

If you are expecting an influx of European workers who will be replacing retiring workforce (bulge age workers) in 

traditional jobs then they may only need one bedroomed flats owned by a housing association as they will only be 

earning money in this country and will eventually, once they have saved up enough money, return to their roots - I expect 

that this type of build would need to be within the next 3 - 8 years. 

If the threatened depression comes to the country, may be we won't get an influx of people to work here at all and may 

be the people requiring homes required will be more of the fashionable town houses as discussed above because jobs 

will be more innovative. 

Certainly any building plans need to ensure that the sewerage system will cope with the new build and that any paving 

and foundations will not cause excessive amounts of run off of rain water and cause temporary (or worse) flooding in the 

lower ground.   

If you must build on flood plains then may be building on rafts or stilts should be considered.  

When I was at the meeting my main thoughts were that really you needed to just get the message over that 50,000 

homes were to be built and we needed to be prepared to accept that.  Certainly in the past Tony Blair has said "that you 

can't pay for a view" and I am sure that with the bigger picture in mind he was considering the massive need for more 

homes by 2026.  In which case "social order" may be a key issue. 
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  I do believe that a good public transport infrastructure is essential to cut down individuals needing to travel by their own 

transport, but again in times of depression who will fund and maintain the cost of a good public transport infrastructure 

unless you decide to spend public money on public initiatives to keep the building trade in some work.  I don't envy the 

government and the councils tasks ahead of you and all that I can say to you is if you want my help in any small way 

please consider that I would be willing to help 

316/ 

00769 

Boyd Riddlesden  My first comment is that it is that most people were lead to believe that there were only 4 choices.  It is very misleading in 

your documents and presentations to suggest that there are only 4 options, and that we have to accept one of them.  

This is clearly not the case.  Over the 17 years that I have live in Shipley most of the local residents and neighbours have 

vehemently opposed any applications for buildings houses near us, we value nature, wildlife.  Should not people be 

presented with a more informative, objective look at any plans for Bradford?  You will soon discover that the suggestion 

of any extra/new houses or buildings, any more traffic would be extremely unpopular.  If people were presented with a 

fifth choice, which included developing the existing buildings, creating some decent shops in the city centre, improving 

public transport and cleaning up the pollution and litter.  Most local people believe that there are sufficient houses and 

properties already to meet the needs of the current and future population of Bradford.  With a proper informative and 

objective presentation, I believe that most people would say no to all your 4 options.  They have been misled into thinking 

that building is essential when it isn’t, and that we have no choice when we have.  It almost seems like propaganda for 

builders.  

In principle, the Agency would support any spatial option (or combination of spatial options) that seek to create 

sustainable mixed-use communities by locating employment, housing and a comprehensive range of community 

provisions together. Of course, locating mixed-use communities in areas accessible to existing or proposed sustainable 

public transport / rail corridors would be most favourable. Such practice will reduce the need to travel and encourage a 

mode shift to sustainable modes of transport, which has the potential to reduce the number of vehicle trips on the SRN.  

317/ 

00076 

Highways Agency  

Option 1 (Regional Spatial Strategy settlement hierarchy option) focuses the majority of residential growth and 

employment development in the ‘Sub Regional City’ of Bradford, Shipley and Lower Baildon. Allocating 30% of the 

housing requirement in the Principal Towns of Keighley and Ilkley would be relatively sustainable, due to the ease of 

commuting into Bradford and Leeds by train. Overall, development is not too sprawled across the district and locating 

employment and residential development together in the Skipton to Bradford rail corridor would reduce the need to travel 

to other parts of the region.  
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Option 2 (Continuation of the Replacement Unitary Development Plan Strategy) allocates 20% of the housing 

requirement, or 10,000 households in ‘Local Service Centres’ (namely Queensbury, Menston, Steeton, Thornton, 

Silsden, Denholme, Burley in Wharfedale and Baildon). Presently only Menston, Steeton, Burley in Wharfedale and 

Baildon are located within well-connected rail corridors. The Agency therefore considers that locating a significant 

amount of housing in the settlements of Queensbury, Thornton, Silsden and Denholme could increase the number of car 

trips. Although these settlements are not located in immediate proximity to the SRN, the Agency would support the need 

for significant improvements to sustainable transport options to and from these settlements if additional residential 

development were to take place.  

 

Again, clustering employment in the Skipton to Bradford rail corridor would complement the additional housing proposed 

in Keighley and Bingley, having the potential to reduce vehicle trips and encourage a mode shift. This spatial policy would 

therefore be supported by the Agency.  

Option 3 (Focussed growth points around the Bradford sub-regional city) allocates 70% of the housing requirement, or 

35,000 households in the sub-regional city. Within the Bradford sub-region, some of this additional housing would be 

located in a new settlement at Esholt and at Holme Wood (the latter would require an extensive Green Belt release). 

These settlements have also been identified as having potential for employment growth, which in principle is a 

sustainable concept.  

 

However, currently, neither of these settlements is connected to the rail network and although the proposed station at 

Laisterdyke may provide a rail connection to some residents in Holme Wood, the Agency believes that additional travel 

plan measures would be required to ensure sustainability. Without high quality public transport links and measures to 

reduce vehicle trips, the Agency would not consider Esholt or Holme Wood to be sustainable locations for additional 

housing growth. However, the Agency would support additional housing development in Bradford, Shipley and Baildon, 

due to the high level of access to sustainable modes of transport.  
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HAVE YOU ANY COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SETTLEMENT STUDY? 

Rep ID Name / Organisation Summary of Representation 

The Core strategy document states that “Menston lies on the Wharfedale rail line with good connections to Leeds and 

Bradford”.  Indeed this is the case except during early peak periods where the trains are well over capacity with people 

not being able to board the Leeds bound train (where the vast majority of jobs are) at Guiseley and from Burley and 

Menston people are having to stand.  The problem exists similarly in the reverse direction from Leeds to Ilkley where the 

train is over capacity from source.  Increasing the carriages and extending platforms is an expensive option (noted as 

£8m per year for 30 years) that would not be obtainable from Developers but would require government funding.  

Increasing the number of trains into Leeds during the peak period is not possible as Leeds station cannot cope with the 

additional demand.  Any increase in housing in the valley will put a strain on car parking at Menston where currently the 

situation is that people travel from all parts of the valley (including Guiseley) to park.   

49/ 

00213 

Cllr G. Metcalf 

Menston Parish Council  

The roads to and from Leeds and Bradford are currently gridlocked and will worsen as new developments take place.  

Road travel from Menston will inevitably be seriously affected by developments within the Leeds District at High Royds, 

Crompton Parkinson’s, Moons and Silver Cross and further towards Leeds at Kirkstall.  The document states that 65% of 

the population travel over 5km to work however the reality is that from Menston the major employment centre is Leeds, 

and not just the centre which is accessible by train, but also the outlying areas to the South and East of the city 

necessitating road travel.  Consequently journeys of 15-25km are common and travel times along gridlocked roads are 

possibly up to 2hrs.  The Bus service is acknowledged in the Document as not being good from Menston to these areas 

however the creation of bus lanes and widening of the roads is not feasible on many sections.  The ecological affect 

increased road usage creates must also be considered which is contrary to the LDF objective of “reducing congestion 

and pollution by increasing transport choice and by the need to travel by lorry/car” 

64/ 

00523 

Dacre, Son & Hartley on 

behalf of Taylor Wimpey UK 

Ltd  

The list of supporting documents at paragraph 3.5 should be available now and should inform the preparatory stages of 

the Core Strategy. The spatial distribution of growth within Bradford should be informed by an up to date evidence base. 

The fact that the SHLAA and SFRA are not available, the Urban Potential Study is not yet available and there is no 

SHMA, are significant failings.  Paragraph 3.6 states that these documents and studies will inform the content of a 

revised Settlement Study, but these documents and studies should have informed the content of the further issues and 

options Core Strategy – Settlement Study, in order to allow meaningful and informed responses. The new planning 

system is meant to be ‘front loaded’, but in this instance the lack of vital documents that form the evidence base is 

contrary to Government guidance and makes it difficult to choose a most appropriate option in terms of the future 

distribution of development. 



120 

HAVE YOU ANY COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SETTLEMENT STUDY? 

Rep ID Name / Organisation Summary of Representation 

Despite the fact that the Employment Land Review has yet to be published paragraph 4.22 of the Settlement Study 

summarises the findings, stating that:  

 

“The study found that economic growth is likely to be focused in Bradford City Centre and the regeneration areas 

in Canal Road and Airedale. General industrial, storage and distribution uses should be concentrated around the 

M606. Airedale will see a growth of digital and creative industries, but Keighley will require some intervention to 

improve the quality of sites and therefore the perception of the town as a place to locate.” 

 

This is not a transparent approach and the Council should not summarise the Employment Land Review for use in the 

Core Strategy when it is not published and cannot be scrutinised as part of this consultation exercise. 

Figure 1 - Methodology within the Settlement Study identifies the addition of baseline data at a very late stage in the 

development of a settlement hierarchy. The information that will be made available just prior to the preferred option stage 

includes an Employment Land Review, Urban Capacity/Potential Study and a Retail Study. Surely this information is vital 

in understanding the settlement profile, characteristics and future potential, and as mentioned previously, is important in 

developing the spatial options.  Furthermore, Figure 1 makes no reference to the findings of a Strategic Flood Risk 

Assessment. 

The information in a fully informed Settlement Study is crucial in the development of the spatial options for identifying the 

future broad location of housing and employment.  

The last two sections of the Settlement Study, Sections 6 and 7 provide a profile of the Bradford Main Urban Area (the 7 

areas within this area) and individual profiles of 20 settlements. While this provides a brief overview and summary, it does 

not provide any options for consideration, in terms of any settlement hierarchy, or which settlements are considered 

capable of delivering growth.  A full analysis of the role that settlements play within the District is lacking. 

65/ 

00524 

Mrs Lesley Bosomworth  The capacity of the existing facilities identified in communities should be taken into account upgrading of these to unlikely 

to be achieved or funded before further housing development schools in the Wharfedale areas are over capacity now 

(e.g. Bunk’s Primary School and Ilk ley’s Grammar School).  Conservation areas and areas of outstanding beauty need 

to be protected and respected.  Villages also need their identities and characters preserving.  There should be no 

merging of communities as seems to be indicated on option 4 for Menston and Burley – see previous sections for road 

and rail comments. 
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HAVE YOU ANY COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SETTLEMENT STUDY? 

Rep ID Name / Organisation Summary of Representation 

66/ 

00021 

Mr John Grundy  The draft was not available at Ilkley Planning Office (at the late stage that I asked for it). 

67/ 

00525 

Ms Josephine Vento  In the case of Burley, the adequacy of infrastructure to support the population is exacerbated.  Consequently the 

assumption of the ability to accommodate additional population growth is also exaggerated. 

Natural England welcomes this well presented settlement study which takes into account issues such as the availability 

of accessible green space and transport issues in settlements. It also notes the availability of previously developed land 

in areas such as Bradford South East. It will be important that the potential of this land is given full consideration in the 

spatial options before considering green belt releases. However, it should be noted that some sites may have biodiversity 

or amenity potential, which should be retained or incorporated into development in line with PPS9 / PPG17. Some sites 

may also have local nature conservation designations. 

Natural England notes that some areas, such as Shipley, suffer from poor access to green space and healthcare 

services. As stated previously, Natural England promote the ANGSt standard, recognising that accessible natural green 

spaces can play an important role in increasing physical activity and thus contributing to wellbeing. Opportunities to 

create and enhance open spaces in these areas should be taken, and City of Bradford will be able to draw from evidence 

in their Open Space, Sport and Recreation Study to support this, in line with PPG17.  Furthermore, Natural England have 

produced maps of the accessibility of natural green space in Bradford district, following the ANGSt hierarchy. We are 

happy to discuss this project further with you. 

70/ 

00527 

Natural England 

Natural England notes that the description of Bradford North West highlights that the Manningham community has raised 

the issue of ‘a distinct lack of and protection of open space within this area’ in paragraph 6.8, while the preceding 

paragraph describes Bradford Wildlife Areas that double up with existing areas of urban green space. We would advise 

that there may be potential to designate such sites as Local Nature Reserves5 if the Local Authority has a legal interest in 

these sites. This would help provide the protected open space that the community requires, and could act as a vehicle for 

increasing community involvement in the management of sites. Extension of green space or provision of new sites in the 

area could contribute to meeting the ANGSt targets. 

                                                 
5 Information about the benefits of declaring LNRs and how they can be managed for the benefit of the community and wildlife can be found at 
http://www.english-nature.org.uk/Special/lnr/office.htm  
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HAVE YOU ANY COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SETTLEMENT STUDY? 

Rep ID Name / Organisation Summary of Representation 

72/ 

00200 

Yorkshire Water  The settlement study should take into account existing capacity in local infrastructure and also the ability to provide 

additional capacity to meet future growth.  Yorkshire Water can provide information on our infrastructure’s capacity for 

each settlement identified over the coming months. 

The list of supporting documents at paragraph 3.5 of the Core Strategy – Settlement Study should be available now and 

should inform the preparatory stages of the Core Strategy. The spatial distribution of growth within Bradford should be 

informed by an up to date evidence base. The fact that the SHLAA is not available, the Urban Potential Study is not yet 

available and there is no SHMA, are significant failings. Paragraph 3.6 states that these documents and studies will 

inform the content of a revised Settlement Study, but these documents and studies should have informed the content of 

the further issues and options Core Strategy – Settlement Study, in order to allow meaningful and informed responses. 

The new planning system is meant to be ‘front loaded’, but in this instance the lack of vital documents that form the 

evidence base is contrary to Government guidance and makes it difficult to choose a most appropriate option in terms of 

the future distribution of development. These comments also apply to the Strategic Flood Risk Assessment. 
Despite the fact that the Employment Land Review has yet to be published paragraph 4.22 of the Settlement Study 

summarises the findings, stating that:  

 
“The study found that economic growth is likely to be focused in Bradford City Centre and the regeneration areas in 
Canal Road and Airedale. General industrial, storage and distribution uses should be concentrated around the M606. 
Airedale will see a growth of digital and creative industries, but Keighley will require some intervention to improve the 
quality of sites and therefore the perception of the town as a place to locate.”  
 
This is not a transparent approach and the Council should not summarise the Employment Land Review for use in the 

Core Strategy when it is not published and cannot be scrutinised as part of this consultation exercise.  

73/ 

00529 

Dacre, Son & Hartley on 

behalf of Clays of 

Addingham 

Figure 1 - Methodology within the Settlement Study identifies the addition of baseline data at a very late stage in the 

development of a settlement hierarchy. The information that will be made available just prior to the preferred options 

stage includes an Employment Land Review, Urban Capacity/Potential Study, SFRA and a Retail Study. Surely this 

information is vital in understanding the settlement profile, characteristics and future potential, and as mentioned 

previously, is important in developing the spatial options. The information in a fully informed Settlement Study is crucial in 

the development of the spatial options for identifying the future broad location of housing and employment.   
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HAVE YOU ANY COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SETTLEMENT STUDY? 

Rep ID Name / Organisation Summary of Representation 

The last two sections of the Settlement Study, Sections 6 and 7 provide a profile of the Bradford Main Urban Area (the 7 

areas within this area) and individual profiles of 20 settlements. While this provides a brief overview and summary, it does 

not provide any options for consideration, in terms of any settlement hierarchy, or which settlements are considered 

capable of delivering growth. A full analysis of the role that settlements play within the District is lacking. 
The Draft Settlement Study has been based on the settlement hierarchy as outlined in the Regional Spatial Strategy. This 

accords with the tests of soundness as prescribed in PPS12: Local Development Frameworks. 

The way in which the study has been carried out is also supported, basing it on the principles of sustainable development 

as prescribed by PPS1, PPS3, PPS6, and PPG13. It seems to have been carried out in a logical manner. 

Perhaps it would be more useful to highlight the fact that Keighley and Ilkley are the Principle Towns and include them in 

a section of their own. 

76/ 

00531 

Walker Morris on behalf of 

Mr & Mrs Hopwood  

The tables of information are useful and should be updated annually to accurately reflect the services and provisions in 

each settlement. 

77/ 

00532 

Carter Jonas on behalf of 

Mr Tony Kemp 

From an overview of the Settlement Study it would appear that a hierarchy of settlements does emerge based on the 

population, facilities and employment opportunities available in each centre.  No analysis is made and it does not seem to 

follow through in to the Issues and Options document.  A more considered conclusion from the Settlement Study would 

have been useful. 
78/ 

00083 

Mrs Christine Dale  

Ilkley Parish Council  

A) Infrastructure again 

      Topography  

B) Those areas with the space and the need 
79/ 

00010 

Mr Harvey Bosomworth  Yes.  Why no comments on the importance of conserving the character of the conservation area of Burley and 

Wharfedale.  See comments on Bingley in the study.  Again Wharfedale is poorly served by single-track branch line – not 

mainline service as in Airedale. 

91/ 

00542 

Mr Andrew Mawson, 

Bingley Branch Labour 

Party  

Infrastructure is vital.  Integrated Transport system schools and health facilities must be considered. 

92/ 

00543 

Cllr Kathleen Brown,  

Ilkley Parish Council 

Consider Ilkley should not be classified as a Principal Town but a ‘Local Service Centre’. 

Aire Valley and Bradford quite better options for growth.   
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HAVE YOU ANY COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SETTLEMENT STUDY? 

Rep ID Name / Organisation Summary of Representation 

Planning Committee There are no indications/mention as to the infrastructure that would be required for the Options such as schools, roads, 

water and sewerage, medical facilities and it is considered that the whole of the Wharfe Valley would not be able to 

provide what is being proposed.   

93/ 

00544 

Ms Joan Hyde  Infrastructure should be dealt with first.  A Shipley eastern by pass is desperately needed to take traffic directly from 

Otley Road, Baildon and Shipley Centre.  A plan of this road should be available before other building is decided on. 
94/ 

00147 

Cllr Howard Middleton  If Shipley Canal Corridor is to be developed, Canal Road must be made fit for purpose as a major Access Road first.  

The road is already gridlocked with existing traffic and development.  New primary school place, would need to be 

provided for Poplars Farm BD2 to meet needs generated from the new Housing in the Shipley/Bradford Canal Corridor. 
4.5 Planning Policy Statement 3: 

The provision of a mix of housing types adjacent to each other in small local areas would help promote the sense of 

community, e.g. small blocks of flats, single and multiple occupancy houses (terraced, semi or detached). This would 

bring a mix of ages/families/young and old singles to an area. There is no specific mention of the provision of housing 

suitable for older citizens anywhere in the Core Strategy documents. In view of the ageing population the provision of 

suitable retirement and sheltered housing as well as Care Homes is vital. Older citizens can make a valuable contribution 

to communities. 

4.12 Regional Economic Strategy 

This should include the promotion of local shopping/markets with suitable accommodation as well as the provision of 

multi-use community centres (which could include IT provision; help promote local enterprise) and starter units/serviced 

accommodation for self-employed businesses. 

4.16 Community Strategy 

Add: To encourage a sense of local community across age and ethnic ranges. This should include the long-established 

but diverse white communities (Italian, Ukrainian, Polish, Irish, etc.). Many of these have their own local Associations 

which could make diverse and valuable contributions to ensure the future success of the area. 

4.18 Bradford District Transport Strategy 

Add: … connectivity and congestion within the District and surrounding areas (e.g. further west etc.). 

Also to consider the promotion of commercial and freight transport by rail. 

95/ 

00545 

Sue Skinner  

4.20 Local Housing Assessment (2008)  Question: what is BME population? 
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HAVE YOU ANY COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SETTLEMENT STUDY? 

Rep ID Name / Organisation Summary of Representation 

5.0 Methodology 

5.1 Add: Bingley as a Principal Town. 

Sustainability 

5.9 Add analysis of: Local employment opportunities for service and self-employed jobs. 

Remaining Settlement Profiles 
III Bingley Has good facilities per head of population and potential for further development. 

 

XII Keighley Has good local employment and there is scope for development both in new high tech industries 

and also the exploitation of current (and past) skills, e.g. engineering. 

 

XIII Menston No mention of large new ‘village’ on old hospital site. 

The Assembly is encouraged that paragraph 1.3 states that this study will build upon the RSS Settlement Study (2004) 

and clearly states that it has evolved from the concept of a settlement study, as set out in the RSS. The document clearly 

lists the Local Service Centres identified in the Settlement Study (2004) in the Bradford District: Addingham, Bingley, 

Burley in Wharfedale, Denholme, Harwood/Crossroads/Lees, Menston, Queensbury, Silsden, Steeton with Eastburn and 

Thornton. 

Paragraph 5.5 goes on to identify settlements that have also been included in this study: Baildon, Cottingley, 

Cullingworth, East Morton, Harden, Oakworth, Oxenhope and Wilsden. 

97/ 

00546 

Yorkshire & Humber 

Assembly  

The Assembly supports the document as providing up to date local evidence to support the LDF. We are also 

encouraged that a clear and robust methodology that will feed into the evidence base has been used to assess the 

sustainability of the settlements for future development such as: key services and facilities within the settlement; the 

proximity of the settlement to a railway station and/or a high frequency bus route; the propensity to commute to another 

location for employment; and environmental constraints to further development. 
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HAVE YOU ANY COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SETTLEMENT STUDY? 

Rep ID Name / Organisation Summary of Representation 

The Sectary of State’s Proposed Changes to Draft RSS (2007) Policy YH6 states that LDF’s may exceptionally include 

other towns provided that they are consistent with the Core Approach and that they; provide employment, community 

facilities and services for local and surrounding populations; and have good accessibility by public transport to Regional 

Cities and Sub Regional Cities; and have capacity to accommodate development in accordance with Policy YH8 without 

harm to the town’s environment and character; and have potential to develop a role that complements and supports the 

wider settlement network. 

98/ 

00547 

Mr Geoff Best  The number of available school places – primary and secondary Health Services available in each area. 

Traffic impact assessments 

Employment Opportunities 

Specific details on Public Transport 

101/ 

00550 

Anne Knott I feel it would be a good idea to check the accuracy of the data.  E.g. library in Haworth- where two supermarkets in 

Haworth – where the second one. 

102/ 

00551 

Mr Joe Varga I haven’t gone through this in any depth but a quick read has raised questions about the data collection, analysis and 

validation used.   

For example: 

Data: Oakworth has no supermarket while Haworth has 2- no matter how you define a supermarket, this is not correct. 

Analysis: “A relatively high proportion of the population travel over 5km to work but Keighley town centre is within 5km of 

the village so this may mean that a high number of residents work in Keighley” What does this mean, does it make any 

sense? 

“Oakworth is also close to the designated SEGI at Newsholme Dean, which is by the River Worth” Newsholme Dean is 

on the North Beck not the river worth 
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HAVE YOU ANY COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SETTLEMENT STUDY? 

Rep ID Name / Organisation Summary of Representation 

  Admittedly the examples I’ve highlighted could easily be missed during production but glare out at me because they 

concern the area where I live.  I don’t know what kind of validation procedure has been used for the document but would 

suggest that the pure facts relating to a settlement be given to competent people local to those areas to check through 

prior to publication (e.g. town/parish councils, civic societies etc). 

 

I hope that the Oakworth and Worth Valley entries are not indicative of the document as a whole and while I note that this 

is only a draft I hope that further work will be done to ensure the accuracy of the raw data and to improve the quality of 

the analysis.  After all if decisions about where to locate development are to be, in part, based on the study it is 

imperative that it is accurate. 

Paragraph 2.3 

This statement may well require modification once the final version of the RSS is adopted and Bradford designated as a 

Regional City. 

Paragraph 3.5 

The document could include a reference to Transport Policy, Planning and Strategy. (i.e. Transport Delivery Plan 

2008/09). 

105/ 

00011 

Bradford Centre 

Regeneration  

Paragraph 6.17 

It would be helpful if the number of employees in the public sector in the city centre was quantified. 
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5. Core Strategy: Further Issues & Options – Responses to Question 5 – Sustainability Appraisal  
 

HAS THE INITIAL SUSTAINABILITY APPRAISAL COVERED ALL THE RELEVANT ISSUES? 

Rep ID. Name / Organisation Summary of Representation 

01/ 

00320 

Mrs Janet Cuff, Able All 

Physical Disabled Forum 

Put pressure on railway board to open Apperley Bridge and other rail stations. 

07/ 

00020 

Bruce Barnes No. 

The location of takeaways was considered when the Planning Sub-Committee of the Council approved a “Policy for 

Cafes, Restaurants and Takeaways in the Bradford District” on 24th January 1983.  It was prompted by public concern 

about the increasing number of hot food takeaways and cafes, and some of their effects, particularly opening hours, but 

also including litter. 

 

One of the three policy approaches considered was to only allow such establishments in the City Centre and the other 

main centres, such as Keighley, Ilkley, Shipley and Bingley.  This was rejected as it “would be very restrictive and would 

be unfair to many people who want to buy a hot supper but don’t want to travel a long way to get it”. 

 

The LDF provides the only opportunity to review a policy that no longer accords with its original aims and is materially 

affecting the quality of life in Bradford.  A review of the policy should reconsider the option of allow such takeaways in the 

City Centre and the other main centres, such as Keighley, Ilkley, Shipley & Bingley.  Such an option would have the 

following benefits:  

Is the biodiversity of the Aire Valley – landscapes etc really going to be protected and enhanced?  Every one of the four 

options refers to the continual impact purpose of the green belt. What part of the green belt will be taken away?  And how 

through Government inspector? 

Page 14 – Sustainability Appraisal – states ‘Conserve and enhance the internationally, nationally and locally valued 

wildlife species and habitats.  How?  Who will decide, some are in the green belt. 

17/ 

00016 

Susan Stead, Bradford 

Urban Wildlife Group  

There is no way you can have all this housing unless its centred on the city centre and main towns.  Development must 

be taken away from the Aire Valley and river / canal – because of its biodiversity and landscape.  Why do we have to 

have all the people coming into Bradford?  We can only hope for a change of government which will protect the green 

belt.  I am not pushing party politics but our Shipley Rep has made it clear on protecting the green belt.   
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21/ 

00499 

Robin Coghlan,  

Leeds City Council  

Insufficient emphasis on differences between the spatial options in terms of generating vehicular traffic and increases in 

pollution & CO2 emissions. 

23/ 

00045 

English Heritage  Draft Sustainability Appraisal Objectives  

The SEA Directive requires SEAs to consider the likely significant effects of the plan upon “cultural heritage including 

architectural and archaeological heritage”.  

 

As currently proposed, one would presume that the majority of the historic environment would fall within the “Land Use” 

Objective. However, the second topic under the “Natural Assets” Objective which deals with man-made landscapes 

could, potentially, include Historic Parks and Gardens. It would be more logical if all the historic assets were dealt with 

under the one Objective. This would leave the “Natural Assets” Objective simply covering wildlife, habitats and 

landscapes (although it would be preferable to simply refer to “landscapes” which would overcome the issue of whether 

one can refer to “man-made assets” as being “natural”). 

 

However, even if all the historic assets are grouped together, we have reservations about incorporating the historic 

environment under the “Land Use” Objective. This is a composite Objective containing three distinct elements  - design 

quality; the historic environment; and the efficient use of land. Whilst there is undoubtedly a link between the first two 

elements, the connection between the historic environment and making better use of land is somewhat tenuous.  It would 

be quite possible, therefore, to achieve a positive outcome for one aspect of this SA Objective yet, at the same time, 

have an adverse impact upon another. For example, the Council might embark upon a strategy which sought to increase 

the heights of buildings and a commitment to higher densities within the City centre. Whilst such a strategy would 

undoubtedly score highly against the “making more efficient use of land” Objective, it could, potentially, have an adverse 

effect upon the character of the District’s Conservation Areas or the setting of its Listed Buildings. In scoring this strategy, 

a positive score for “the efficient use of land and buildings” Objective would be cancelled out by a negative score for the 

“protecting and enhancing the historic environment” Objective. Thus, rather than being able to clearly identify likely 

effects of such a strategy, it is more likely simply to result in an “uncertain” scores in the assessment.  



130 

Consequently, we consider that there should be a separate SA Objective relating to the historic environment (in a similar 

manner to that proposed for biodiversity). This approach has been adopted in the vast majority of SAs/SEAs which have 

been produced around the Region and is one where it can be clearly demonstrated that the Assessment has met the 

Directive’s requirements insofar as considering the likely significant effects of the plan upon “cultural heritage including 

architectural and archaeological heritage”.  We would suggest an Objective along the lines “Protect and enhance the 

historic assets”. 

Paragraph 1.5/1.6 

Given that this is a first initial assessment of the likely impacts which each of the various Options might have, we would 

broadly concur with the effects identified in Section 3.0. However, it would have been useful for the Sustainability 

Appraisal to highlight the areas where more research is required in order to identify the most sustainable Option. 

 

A large number of the settlements being proposed as Principal Towns, Local Growth Centres and Local Service Centres 

have historic cores which have been designated by the Council as Conservation Areas. Most also contain several Listed 

Buildings. In view of the recognition within the Vision of the importance of a high quality environment to the future 

wellbeing of the District, the procedure for selecting settlements for potential development should include an assessment 

of the capacity of each of those settlements to accommodate further growth without compromising either their historic 

character or their wider landscape setting. The latter is especially important given the topography of the District and the 

relationship of its settlements to the landscape.  

Table 2 

It is not clear how the Sustainability Appraisal Objectives detailed in this Table relate to those detailed in Appendix 1. In 

the Table there are 14 Sustainability Appraisal Objectives: in Appendix 1 there are 18. It would be preferable (and more 

logical) if the Plan’s Objectives were assessed against each of the Sustainability Appraisal Objectives detailed in 

Appendix 1. 

Table 2 

As stated above, we have reservation about the proposed Sustainability Appraisal Objective which covers the historic 

environment. In terms of the historic environment, the following DPO Objectives could, potentially, be in conflict with the 

need to preserve/enhance the historic assets of the District:- 1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 8, 9, 13 
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Table 2 

This Table identified a number of potential conflicts between the SA Objectives and the DPO Objectives. It would have 

been useful, in developing the Plan, if this stage of the SA had also put forward some suggestions as to how this conflict 

might be resolved. 

24/ 

00488 

Mr Vincent Shaw  

Victor Road Community 

Project  

Yes  

25/ 

00113 

West Yorkshire 

Archaeology Advisory 

Service  

Failure to consider the historic environment has led to the absence of the historic environment from consideration in the 

Initial Sustainability Appraisal (other than mention of Saltaire World Heritage Site within a discussion of Environmental 

Impacts) and consideration of the historic environment is notable by its absence from the matrices considering the 

sustainability appraisal of the draft core strategy plan objectives. 

The Sustainability Appraisal does not review the impacts all spatial options will have in continuing Ilkley’s role as a 

commuter town. The spatial options will lead to a continuation and addition to the existing percentage of the population 

travelling over 5km to work; at 57% now, this is a figure that is wholly unsustainable. Ilkley needs to become a more self 

contained settlement, provide for jobs as well as houses and therefore bring more sustainable patterns of travel and 

greater social cohesion. 

26/ 

00500 

Hartley Planning 

consultants on behalf of 

Mr M Booth  

The appraisal does refer to the intense pressures on brownfield land in Ilkley. It does not qualify what impact this has had 

and will have in the future on employment land provision. A revised option must highlight the need to provide for a more 

balanced community at this Principal Town and surrounding area and protect the limited existing employment land supply 

and provide for new employment land. 
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27/ 

00194 

Environment Agency We are surprised that the spatial distribution options have not been assessed against the Objectives in your 

Sustainability Appraisal. This would seem a logical process at this stage, to appraise which is likely to be the most 

sustainable option. It would allow participants to comment on the relative weight given to different factors, and to make 

comments on what should subsequently be the Preferred Option.  

 

There is also a notable absence of a section detailing the plans, programmes and strategies which will inform the 

Sustainability Appraisal. It is important that these are cited in full so that the robustness and credibility of your evidence 

base can be assessed.  

 

You should be aware that the Environment Agency’s River Aire Catchment Flood Management Plan is currently out to 

consultation and should be considered fully in the Core Strategy.  

34/ 

00505 

Mr Alvin Norman  

Friends of Buck Woods  

No.  There has not been sufficient planning to safeguard wildlife in the area.  There must be links between woods, fields, 

rivers etc to allow wildlife to migrate and prevent the demise of communities under stress and threat from extension.  Too 

much development on the edge of woods, rivers etc, creates too much use of these areas – destroying the very nature of 

the area.  The Aire Valley should be avoided for major expansion; services are already under stress and could only be 

alleviated by major construction of roads etc., which would destroy the very nature of this corridor. 

42/ 

00115 

Michael Baldwin  No.  Possibilities for reducing expected growth in housing requirements have not been considered, e.g. more 

intensification in all areas.   

51/ 

00101 

Sanderson Weatherall on 

behalf of Royal Mail 

Group Property 

The transport network, particularly the road network, is important to the ongoing operation of RMGP due to the collection 

and distribution process in the district.  The proposed housing and employment growth identifies in the options is likely to 

have a significant impact on the existing infrastructure. 

 

Whilst the Sustainability Appraisal comments on “greater pressure on infrastructure” and the objectives of the Core 

Strategy for improved public transport and better transport connections we consider further information and consideration 

is given to the impacts on the proposed growth on the existing infrastructure.   

54/ 

00084 

Sanderson Weatherall on 

behalf of Keyland 

Developments Ltd 

It is considered that the Sustainability Appraisal has addressed the relevant options, but its status as “initial” must be 

stresses and additional detailed sustainability appraisal of options will be needed, prior to selection of a preferred option.   
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57/ 

00518 

Sanderson Weatherall on 

behalf of GMI Waterside 

Shipley Ltd 

Yes. 

64/ 

00523 

Dacre, Son & Hartley on 

behalf of Taylor Wimpey 

UK Ltd  

While the Initial SA may cover all relevant issues, we have substantial concerns over the evidence base that will be used 

to make the SA assessments.  These concerns are set out in our submission.   

65/ 

00524 

Mrs Lesley Bosomworth  No.  Bradford is a very divers city both geographically and with regard to population there doesn’t seem to be a mention 

of Menston or Burley-in-Wharfedale as a money maker – more housing – very little affordable to ordinary people and 

hence of higher value generating more Council tax.  Wharfedale has its needs too not just inner City Bradford 

development in Wharfedale needs to be sympathetic to the location and supported with better infrastructure. 

66/ 

00021 

Mr John Grundy  Bradford District will be overwhelmed by Leeds developments unless vigilantly and vigorously defended but the Vision 

and the Appraisal, like previous District planning papers, barely mention Leeds.  Whatever the protocol, the Appraisal 

(and the option maps) should have at least indicated the pressures from the East and suggested means of diverting the 

pressure other than up Wharfedale. 

67/ 

00525 

Ms Josephine Vento  No.  In the case of Burley, the adequacy of infrastructure to support the population is exacerbated.  Consequently the 

assumption of the ability to accommodate additional population growth is also exaggerated. 

68/ 

00062 

Nathaniel Lichfield & 

Partners on behalf of 

Hallam Land 

Management 

Representations have been considered against the initial SA and it is considered that the proposed references to 

Safeguarded Land to the west of Bradford could have a positive impact on the sustainability of the options.  This could 

reduce the need for Green Belt releases elsewhere in the district. 

70/ 

00527 

Natural England  Natural England recognises that the document presented is an ‘initial sustainability appraisal’. It is important that this 

document is recognised as being limited in its scope and that a full sustainability appraisal report will be required with the 

presentation of preferred options, in line with the process for sustainability appraisal of DPDs outlined in ODPM’s 

‘Sustainability Appraisal of Regional Spatial Strategies and Local Development Documents’6 

                                                 
6 ODPM, 2005. Sustainability Appraisal of Regional Spatial Strategies and Local Development Documents, ODPM, London 
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