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1. Personal Details 

 

1.1  My name is Michael Eaglestone and I hold the position of Senior 

Planning Officer. I have a BA in Geography and an MA in Town and Regional 

Planning and am a Chartered Member of the Royal Town Planning Institute. I have 

11 years of experience working in local government development management. 

 

 

 



3 
Main Proof 

Planning 

2. Scope of Evidence  

 

2.1  Relevant Planning Policy – Summary of what the Development Plan says 

about the road improvement development. 

 

2.2  Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) – Explanation of why the 

development is not EIA development. 

 

2.3  Permitted Development – Explanation of why the development is Permitted 

Development. 

 

2.4  Impact Upon Fibreline Premises – Explanation of why the development 

would not have an unacceptable adverse impact upon the Fibreline premises in 

planning terms. 

 

 

 

3. Background  

 

3.1  This Proof of Evidence relates to a Public Inquiry being held to consider a 

Compulsory Purchase Order initiated by City of Bradford Metropolitan District Council 

in respect of a highway improvement scheme to Hard Ings Road, Keighley which will 

hereafter be referred to in this proof of evidence as the ‘Scheme’. Details of the 

Scheme and its background are provided in the Proof of Evidence of Richard Bruce. 
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4. Main Evidence  

 

4.1 Relevant Planning Policy 

4.1.1  The relevant Development Plan for the Bradford District includes certain 

saved policies and allocations of the replacement Unitary Development Plan (RUDP) 

[Core Document 20] and its associated Proposals Map and the newly adopted Local 

Plan Core Strategy (LPCS) [Core Document 11] which was adopted by the Council on 

18 July 2017 and has not been subject to legal challenge. The Scheme is considered 

to be consistent with, and supported by, both the provisions of the parts of the 

Proposals Map which have been saved and remain relevant and the policies set out in 

the LPCS.  

 

4.1.2  The LPCS plans for the development of 4,500 new dwellings in Keighley 

and 30 hectares of new Employment Land in Airedale in the period up to 2030. In 

association with this growth LPCS Sub-area policies AD1(B), AD1(E4) and AD2(C) 

also plan for the delivery of a package of transport infrastructure improvements, 

including the Hard Ings Improvement Scheme. The Scheme is specifically identified as 

one of the transport infrastructure improvements to be delivered within Airedale by 

2030 on Figure AD1 ‘Spatial Vision Diagram – Airedale by 2030’ (Appendix 2).  

 

4.1.3  The Scheme, by increasing the capacity of Hard Ings Road, with a 

consequent reduction in congestion and improvement of pedestrian and cycling 

facilities, will support the delivery of the growth planned for in the LPCS. Specifically 

the Scheme will help achieve strategic objective 9 (para. 3.15) of the LPCS, as follows: 



5 
Main Proof 

Planning 

To improve and develop excellent public transport and highway systems to 

increase the level of accessibility within the District and establish good 

connections with other parts of the Leeds City Region and the country by 

ensuring safety, efficiency and sustainability. 

 

4.1.4  The current Development Plan Proposals Map (see Appendix 1) identifies 

the land to the north of Hard Ings Road as the Hard Ings/ Beechcliffe Employment 

Zone (K/E6.2), within which employment development is encouraged.  Additionally 

Hard Ings Road itself is identified as a Transport Corridor. Adjacent land allocations 

include the Keighley Cougars Stadium, allocated as recreation land, an allocated area 

of allotments, an allocated park and an allocated employment site. The housing to the 

south of Hard Ings Road is within an allocated Community Priority Area.  

 

4.1.5  It is not considered that the Scheme conflicts in any way with the relevant 

Proposals Map allocations, in that it will not compromise the functioning of the 

allotments, sports ground or park, will not detrimentally affect the objectives for 

Community Priority Area and will be beneficial to the functioning of the Employment 

Zone and the release of potential new Employment Sites. The Scheme is therefore 

fully consistent with the provisions of the Development Plan. 

 

4.2 Permitted Development/ Environmental Impact Assessment 

4.2.1  The Scheme works are Permitted Development under The Town and 

Country Planning (General Permitted Development) (England) Order 2015 (GPDO) 

and therefore do not require express planning permission from the Local Planning 

Authority. This is because the works comprise works for the improvement of a highway 
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on land which is either already highway land or which adjoins the boundary of the 

existing highway (Class A of PART 9 of Schedule 2 of the GPDO).  

 

4.2.2  Under article 3(10) of GPDO Schedule 1 development or Schedule 2 

development within the meaning  of  the  Town  and  Country  Planning  

(Environmental  Impact  Assessment)  Regulations 2015 (EIA Regulations) is not 

permitted development unless a screening opinion/ direction has been made indicating 

that that the development is not EIA development or a Regulation 4 direction has been 

issued. 

 

4.2.3  A screening request in respect of the proposed highway improvement works 

was made on 05 October 2017 and a formal screening opinion was adopted by 

Bradford Council on 13 October 2017 confirming that the Scheme does not constitute 

EIA development (Appendix 3). This Screening Opinion was reached based upon the 

lack of environmental sensitivity of the site and the limited scale and impact of the 

works associated with the Scheme. The Scheme is therefore not EIA Development and 

can be carried out under the authority of Class A of Part 9 of the GPDO 2015. 
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4.3 Impact Upon Fibreline Premises 

4.3.1  The objection to the scheme by Fibreline includes the following extracts 

from the letter of objection, dated 25th May 2017, included as Appendix 4 to this Proof 

of Evidence. 

 

3. The proposed widening would necessitate the construction of a new 

retaining wall to the front of the office building and the loss of this grass verge. If 

the scheme was to proceed, the carriageway would then lie approximately 9 

metres from the windows of the office building and the pavement/cycle path 6 

meres; from the building. There are likely to be very significant affects on the 

usability of the office premises due to loss of light, noise, vibration, safety, 

security and general amenity concerns. 

 

4.   Appendix 3 in the statement of reasons is an Engineering Feature Plan 

showing the location of the proposed retaining wall, footpath and road. The 

scheme would result in the road moving 3 metres closer to the office windows, 

while creating a dual carriageway in this location. The resultant loss of amenity 

within the offices due to increased vibration, noise, loss of light, overbearing 

impact on amenity, safety and compromised security could render the only 

existing office space serving the business unusable, which could in turn threaten 

the entire Fibreline operation in Keighley. 

 

5. The creation of a steep retaining wall outside the office window, with the 

relocated stone wall above, would invariably result in a reduction in the amount of 

natural light to these offices. There is presently a sloped grass verge which allows 
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adequate levels of sunlight throughout the day. Removing this grass verge and 

replacing with a retaining wall much closer to the office block would impinge on 

the outlook of employees and presently enjoyed rights of light being diminished. 

These offices presently enjoy a partial outlook towards the road, albeit at a lower 

level. Any attempts to build a steep retaining wall closer to the offices would also 

have a deleterious effect on the outlook for occupants of these offices. 

 

4.3.2  In addition to the technical matters of noise, vibration and daylight, which 

are covered in separate complementary proofs of evidence, this objection cites the 

more nebulous planning concepts of amenity, overbearing and outlook. The concept of 

amenity is difficult to apply to an office use, as the purpose of an office is to provide a 

suitable environment to facilitate productive office work rather than to provide an 

environment for the enjoyment of the occupants. As discussed further below, subject to 

mitigation, the Scheme would not significantly adversely affect the environment of the 

Fibreline Office in any measureable way in terms of light, noise and vibration. 

 

4.3.3  In relation to the less measurable concept of overbearing, in planning terms 

a building or structure is usually considered to have an overbearing impact if it would 

have such an oppressive impact on the occupiers of the affected building as to 

demonstrably harm the use of the building. The existing outlook from the Fibreline 

offices is not open and is dominated by a grassed embankment, which retains the 

difference in level between the offices and Hard Ings Road, and a stone boundary wall 

at the top of the embankment.  

 

4.3.4  The effect of the proposed road widening works would be to reduce the 
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separation distance between the facing Fibreline office windows and the adjacent 

obstructing features; however the works will not result in a currently open aspect being 

transformed into an enclosed aspect. In terms of the character of the obstructing 

features, landscaping could be provided to the rear of the wall. This could be either at a 

low level or within a raised bed. Facing treatments for the retaining wall could resemble 

the existing stone wall if desired. 

 

 

4.3.5  Although the separation distance to the features which obstruct and enclose 

the view from the effected windows will be reduced, some separation will be retained, 

such that an unacceptable overshadowing affect will not occur.  The Technical Daylight 

Amenity Impact Assessment, which is described in the Proof of Evidence of Michael 

Scanlan, demonstrates that the Scheme will not result in an unacceptable loss of 

daylight to the Fibreline offices.  

 

4.3.6  Given the urban location of the Fibreline site and the usage of the affected 

rooms (offices), subject to appropriate landscaping of the new retaining wall and 

banking, it is not considered that the impact of the proposed road widening works 

would be such that the use of the building as offices would be demonstrably harmed. 

Therefore, given that it has also been demonstrated that the proposed road widening 

project would not unacceptably harm the usage of the offices through loss of light or 

noise/ vibration, the proposed works are not considered to have an unacceptably 

detrimental visual impact on Fibreline’s offices in planning terms. 
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5. Conclusion  

 

5.1 This proof of evidence explains that the Scheme is authorised in planning 

terms and is consistent with the Development Plan, with the delivery of the Scheme 

included as part of the Spatial Vision for Airedale by 2030. It has also been 

demonstrated that the objection by Fibreline is unfounded in terms of amenity, 

overbearing and outlook issues. Furthermore, subject to any appropriate and 

necessary mitigation being provided, there is no reason to believe that the Scheme 

would result in unacceptable adverse impacts on any of the occupants of 

surrounding land. 

5.2 In summary, I am of the view that I have advanced a compelling case to justify 

the Orders being confirmed in the public interest to ensure that the Council, acting on 

its behalf, will be able to use compulsory purchase powers, should the use of such 

powers be required as a last resort, to acquire for the purposes of the Orders, all the 

land and rights needed to promote, deliver and facilitate the proper construction to 

improve and widen the A560 Hard Ings Road, Keighley in the County of West 

Yorkshire, from its junction with the A629 Beechcliffe Roundabout, generally 

eastwards to a point 75 metres west of its junction with Bradford Road Roundabout. 
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6. Expert Declaration  

 

I confirm that my duty to the Inquiry as an expert witness overrides any duty to those 

instructing or paying me, that I have understood this duty and complied with it in 

giving my evidence impartially and objectively and that I will continue to comply with 

that duty. 

I confirm that my expert evidence includes all facts which I regard as being relevant 

to the opinions I have expressed and that attention has been drawn to any matter 

that would affect the validity of those opinions.  

I am not instructed under any conditional fee arrangement and have no conflict of 

interest.  

I confirm that I have made clear which facts and matters referred to in this proof of 

evidence are within my own knowledge and which are not.  Those that are within my 

own knowledge I confirm to be true.  The opinions I have expressed represent my 

true and complete professional opinions on the matters to which they refer.  

I confirm my report complies with the requirements of the Royal Town Planning 

Institute. 

 

 

 

 



12 
Main Proof 

Planning 

 

Appendix 1 – Proposals Map Extract 
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Appendix 2 – Spatial Vision Diagram – Airedale by 2030 
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Appendix 3 – EIA Screening Opinion 
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Appendix 4 – Fibreline Objection 
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