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FOREWORD  

The Menston Action Group (MAG) represents the collective views of a very large proportion 

of the residents of Menston.  MAG is a diverse group of volunteers who saw merit in co-

ordinating a community response to the proposed developments of Derry Hill and Bingley 

Road.  MAG have therefore deliberately engaged residents of Menston (including those who 

do not have access to the internet) frequently throughout 2010, to ensure that Menston 

residents are  aware of the proposals and are able to then make an informed view and act 

accordingly.   

 

This response by Menston Action Group represents the views of the majority of Menston 

residents.  To verify this, it is only necessary to knock on a few doors in Menston and 

talk to residents.  The response sets out our reasons why we OBJECT to the Derry Hill 

Site planning application. 

 

HISTORY 
Prior to 2005, the green fields adjacent to Bingley Road and Derry Hill in Menston were in 

the Green Belt.  

 

In October 2005 the site was allocated for housing in the UDP but recent announcements 

from the Government and in particular a Ministerial Statement from Greg Clark (Minister for 

Decentralisation) advised councils to reconsider plans which were adopted “under duress” 

and as a result of housing targets imposed by regional spatial strategies (“RSS”). 

 

Bradford Council did not originally allocate the Site for housing in the draft UDP and the Site 

was only allocated as such following a recommendation of the UDP Inspector, who was 

himself seeking to address the deficit in housing numbers because of the targets imposed 

by the RSS.  The Inspector states at paragraph 6.55 of his report;- 

“I have no particular evidence of a local need affecting Menston, and I note the proposed 

large-scale development just over the boundary with Leeds District.  However, I have 

already concluded that land for housing will have to be allocated in settlements like Menston 

in order to meet the housing requirement over the totality of the plan period.” 

 

It is therefore clear that the Site would not have been allocated for housing, if it were not 

needed to meet RSS housing targets.  In releasing the Site from the Green Belt no proper 

review of the Green Belt was undertaken by either the Inspector or the Council.  There was 

no assessment of whether there are any other sites that could be released from the Green 

Belt which would cause less harm or be more sustainable than the Site. 

 

We understand that “consultation” for the removal of the land from Greenbelt was done by 

door-drop letters to only those residents close to the Derry Hill and Bingley Road sites. A 

significant number of Menston residents received no letter. Worryingly, a significant 

proportion of those residents who wrote response letters, report that their letters were never 

acknowledged or recorded.  It appears that there was no other public consultation at this 

time. 

 

In 2006 the production of the Menston Supplementary Development Plan (SDP) and 

Sustainability Appraisal document was accompanied with some public consultation. The 

recently published LDF response (October 2010) refers to ‘extensive public engagement’ 

and outlines four separate occasions where local residents were able to engage in March, 
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April, Sept and October of 2006. Similar to the residents’ experiences in 2004 this 

consultation was not well publicised and hence drew little active participation. The 79 

recorded letters (69 of these had serious concerns) are not a reflection of ‘extensive public 

engagement’.   

 

The exhibition of the plans in July 2010 was described in the publicity of the Developers 

Agent as a “public information exhibition” and not a consultation.  On leaving the exhibition, 

MAG collected 300 written questionnaire responses and 97% people objected to the 

principle of the development on either the Derry Hill or Bingley Road sites. 

 

In Sept 2010, when most residents were finally made aware of the Greenbelt issue, more 

than 1,000 letters of objection were written by Menston residents. 

 

The consensus view among Menston residents is that the “consultation” processes 

in both 2004 and 2006 were seriously flawed.  

 

CURRENT POSITION 

In 2010, the residential allocation within the UDP is out of date as there have subsequently 

been major changes within the planning system.  As such, the proposed development of a 

former Greenfield site adjacent to the Greenbelt and Conservation area presents an 

unsustainable location. Furthermore, it is illogical and fails to meet basic good practice in 

land use planning, to develop a Greenfield site prior to the full development of Brownfield 

sites in larger settlements. A mitigating factor for each of the earlier and current 

Guiseley/Menston developments is that they have been on “Brownfield” sites.   

 

MATERIAL CONSIDERATIONS 

The points set out below constitute strong material considerations to justify the refusal of 

planning permission regarding the Derry Hill Site application. 

 

1) The Localism Bill 

The coalition government has made it clear that they will be reforming the planning 

system and a key element driving the reform is the concept of localism. Fundamental 

changes to the system are imminent (such as the abolition of RSS, explored below) and 

it is anticipated that the Localism Bill will introduce ".....a planning system to give 

neighbourhoods much greater ability to determine the shape of the places in which they 

live." (DCLG Draft Structural Reform Plan, July 2010). In advance of these significant 

changes it is clearly not appropriate to determine an application of this scale, especially 

with the degree of controversy already surrounding it. The overriding thrust of what is 

emerging from Government is that decisions about new housing development should be 

made at the local level and be in accordance with the wishes of local neighbourhoods 

and communities. 

 

The fact that this proposed development is opposed by so many people (many of 

whom wrote letters) clearly illustrates that the development is not in accordance 

with the wishes of the local community. 
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2) Abolition of Regional Spatial Strategy 

The allocation of the site within the UDP replacement plan is entirely predicated on the 

housing requirements and targets set out in the RSS. These housing targets have since 

been abandoned and current policy is for local authorities to adopt their own housing 

targets. The Council will therefore need to reconsider the Derry Hill development as part 

of a wider policy review with identification of more sustainable locations elsewhere. In 

addition, all the models for forecasting future housing requirements were based on 

models derived before the recent economic downturn and housing crash – these 

models would need to be reviewed before the setting of any new housing targets for the 

area. 

 

The application should be refused until there is a clear policy framework in place, 

based on locally derived housing targets and an up-to-date evidence base.  

 

3) 5 Year Land Supply 

The Developer attaches significance to the fact that the Council does not have a 5-year 

land supply. This no longer carries any weight as the 5-year land supply figure is 

calculated using RSS housing targets, which will be abolished, as discussed in (2) 

above. 

 

4) PPS 3 & Greenfield Release 

PPS3 Housing provides the basis upon which LPAs should plan for and determine 

applications for housing development. The original allocation within the UDP was made 

in 2004 and further ratified in 2008. PPS3 was issued in June 2010 so represents a 

more up-to-date policy framework. 

 

Paragraph 73 states that “when considering applications relating to sites for which 

planning permission has been previously granted for a similar proposal, but where the 

development has not been implemented, LPAs should consider whether the site should 

be developed”. The guidance goes on to state that there is no presumption that 

planning permission should be granted because of a previous approval, particularly if 

the original permission proposal did not deliver the policy objectives of PPS3. Whilst 

there is no planning consent on the application site (it is an allocation) the argument 

remains the same insofar as the basis of the allocation is not now in accordance with 

national planning guidance. 

 

This is a fundamental point and should form the key basis for the refusal. 

Approving this application is clearly not in accordance with national planning 

policy and undermines the wider policy objectives of the Council. 

 

5) Tall “Town Houses” in village setting overlooking Menston village 

The Developer’s Planning Case states that the Wharfedale area is considered to have a 

high quality landscape. Coupled with the site’s location adjacent to both Greenbelt and 

a Conservation Area, it is clear that the impact of any development will be significant. 

The impact of the proposed development is further exacerbated by the proposed scale 

of some of the dwellings - the proposed 3 storey houses are completely 

inappropriate (section B-B on page 65 of the Developer’s Design & Access statement 

illustrates how the proposed development towers over and dwarfs the existing 

properties on the northern boundary). The Planning Case refers to the fact that the 

landscape around Menston may have the capacity to accommodate small pockets of 
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development in a parkland setting. Clearly the proposed development is neither a 

'small pocket' nor could it be in any way described as being in a 'parkland 

setting'.   

 

6) High Density Development – Out of character with Menston Village 

The Design & Access statement (page 38 onwards) defines four main character areas 

around the site, two of which have a very low density of development (acknowledged as 

15 and 10 dwellings per hectare [dph] respectively). In order for the proposed 

development to be assimilated with the neighbourhood, any new development should 

ideally be of similar density. This view is given further weight through the recent revision 

made to PPS 3: A housing density of 38 dph (or even the argued 32 dph re. LDF), 

would be completely out of character with the surrounding areas and is therefore 

unacceptable.  

 

7) Heritage & Conservation 

The Heritage Report which accompanies the planning application was produced in July 

2009, prior to the adoption of new national heritage guidance set out in PPS 5: Planning 

and the Historic Environment (March 2010).  This is a significant flaw in the planning 

application.  The revised PPS 5 includes new policies about how to determine planning 

applications which might affect heritage assets.  Consideration of Policies HE6 and HE7 

are of particular importance.  The application has not adequately addressed the 

potential impact on the character of the Conservation Area, particularly with respect to 

views to or from the Conservation Area; these would be significantly adversely altered 

by such a development.  

 

UNSUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT / INFRASTRUCTURE ISSUES 

8) Flooding and Drainage 

The Developer appears to be unaware (by failing to consult with local residents) that 

properties adjacent to the proposed Derry Hill development are already subject to 

regular flooding.  There is also concern regarding the safety of an electrical substation; 

this has a culvert running under it and another culvert beside it and the base of the 

substation floods regularly.  The proposals inadequately address the impact on the 

existing drainage system.  Furthermore, the culvert forming the main surface water 

drainage system suffers from a number of blockages of up to 50% cross section.  The 

Developer’s report fails to propose any repair work or upgrading of the culvert, 

presumably because this would be extremely costly.  By developing the site, the surface 

water run-off is inevitable higher than present.  More extensive and more severe 

flooding of existing properties would be a direct result of the development. 

 

9) Property Over Supply in Local Area 

There remain a very large number of unsold properties, and properties still to be 

completed, on the adjacent large High Royds and Netherfield Road, Guiseley 

developments. Recent analysis by WARD (Wharfedale & Airedale Review 

Development) has captured the extent of development of ‘windfall’ brownfield sites 

within the narrow A65 corridor alone.  A further 4,000 homes are either proposed or 

under construction. The need for additional homes to be built in this area is thus 

highly questionable. 
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10) Limited Employment Opportunities 

There are few employment opportunities in Menston or nearby villages / towns.  

Menston is predominantly a commuter settlement (with Leeds & Bradford providing 

nationally important employment locations for key tertiary industries such as retail, 

education, telecoms, legal and financial services) with 29% of the village aged 45-64 

years old i.e. still working (highest age proportion of the village).  Further high density 

housing developments in this area will only exacerbate the already unsustainable 

commuter issues experienced and outlined in this report.  Any additional housing 

required to support people working in Bradford should be sited near to those 

employment opportunities.  

 

11) Village Roads & Pavements 

The rural routes in and around the village of Menston “do not reflect current highway 

design standards” (Menston Sustainability Appraisal pg 55).  The main access routes to 

the proposed development have not been assessed accurately by the Developer’s 

Transport Assessment or Residential Travel Plan.  The centre of Menston has narrow 

streets with no off-street parking for many of the older properties, some of which are 

encompassed by the Conservation Area.  

 

The village centre already has inadequate on or off-street parking to allow outer-lying 

residents to use the village facilities.  Local roads are narrow, some have very narrow 

pavements, and some have no pavements at all.  There is a high level of concern about 

the increased risk to pedestrian safety which would be caused by the significantly 

increased vehicular traffic.  

 

The road infrastructure of the village of Menston is unsuitable to sustain the 

proposed increase in car journeys through the village by the Derry Hill 

development; it would increase congestion and pedestrian safety risks beyond 

acceptable levels.  

 

12) Main Arterial Roads 

The A65 is the main arterial route for the village, but it is often gridlocked at peak 

periods in both directions.  The A65 to Leeds is already a commuter’s nightmare, during 

commuting hours and on weekends, and is already the second busiest ‘A’ road into 

Leeds even before other local developments come on stream.  There are three primary 

junctions feeding Menston village traffic onto the A65.  All three are already known to be 

bottlenecks at peak periods.  The new junction at the Hare & Hounds has failed to 

relieve the congestion from the Bingley Road on to the A65.  The proposed 

development will cause even more congestion on the A65 and accesses from the village 

will become even more congested at peak travel times.  

 

The A6038 is already severely choked at Shipley, causing tail-backs as far back as 

Hollins Hill during commuting hours. There will be additional pressure on these already 

overloaded routes as other developments along the Airedale/Wharfedale corridor are 

completed and become occupied. 

 

The vehicular capacity of arterial roads serving Menston is unsuitable for yet 

another major residential development.  
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13)  Site Elevation 

The proposed Derry Hill site is at one of the highest elevations in the Wharfe Valley.  In 

winter months the elevation is likely to cause significant problems with the movement of 

vehicles on and off the site.  Snow and ice at this elevation is a hazard which has not 

been considered by the Developer. 

 

14) Unsustainable Transportation - Rail 

The original decision for the selection of Menston for Greenfield development was made 

partly on the basis of available railway links to Leeds and Bradford. The Developer’s 

Planning Case report is, in this regard, seriously ill-informed, and takes inadequate 

cognisance of the impact of other developments which are underway.  The current rail 

service already operates between 120-150% capacity during commuting hours on the 

Leeds trains, even before other local developments come on stream.  

 

15) Schools 

The Planning Inspector responsible for recommending the Greenfield development 

incorrectly assumed that Menston children could go to St Mary's Catholic High School. 

However, the school has an admissions policy which gives very low priority to local 

children who follow another faith, and provides no admission to other local children. 

Other secondary schools in the area are full or near capacity.  A financial contribution 

from the developers to Guiseley School would fail to ensure that Menston children 

gained places because it is a Leeds school and does not give priority to Menston 

children.  If the development goes ahead some pupils of existing residents are 

likely to be compelled to commute further to a non-local school. This aspect has 

clearly not been thought through by the developers.  

 

16) Doctors / Dentists 

There are currently 2 General Dental Practices in the catchment area. Both are 

predominantly private practices. There is only one joint Menston & Guiseley General 

Medical Practice. This currently has five full time Practitioners.  A sizable increase in 

patient demand will require an increase in the number of available practitioners and a 

larger health centre.  Despite the sustainability plan set out for the High Royds 

development, the promised Doctors and Dentists surgeries have not been provided and 

with current Government public sector cost cutting, there must be a doubt over 

increasing funding to satisfy the increased demand.  Menston residents therefore have 

no assurance of adequate future local GP and Dental care. 

 

17) Bradford council's requirement for 40% affordable homes 

For all the above reasons, it is clear that this site is unsuitable for new homes, whether 

they are affordable or not.  Most residents of new homes built in Menston will have to 

commute to commercial centres to find employment, and the cost of this would be 

particularly discouraging to people who were most eligible for affordable homes.  If the 

existing pattern is maintained, more people will commute to Leeds rather than Bradford. 

This whole scheme was assembled in order to meet previously imposed regional 

targets without considering where exactly the need for homes is most critical.  It 

will not solve the acute shortage of affordable homes in Bradford city where the 

solution should be one of re-generation by building homes nearer to Bradford’s 

employment opportunities and commercial centres. 

 

The next section contains detailed information to support the above reasons. 
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Further Evidence: 

EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITIES 

There are few employment opportunities in Menston or nearby villages or towns.  In 

West Yorkshire, 44% of jobs are in Leeds and 28% in Bradford. The centroid of West 

Yorkshire jobs is to the east-south-east of Bradford.  Most people from Menston commute to 

Leeds, rather than Bradford, for work (83% of commuters travel to Leeds as opposed to 

Bradford or Ilkley along the Wharfedale line).  

Guiseley used to be a town with several large factories employing collectively over two 

thousand people.  Crompton Parkinson, Crompton Lighting, Shires, and Silver Cross prams, 

are only some of the major employers who have left Guiseley in recent years.  High Royds 

Hospital in Menston was also a major local employer.  The sites of these organisations are 

almost all now medium or high density residential housing with a few developed for retail, 

employing relatively few workers, and many of the houses are yet to be completed and 

occupied.  The result is that, the original employees of these factories and residents of the 

new local housing developments are required to commute to jobs elsewhere.  

The Wharfedale Friends of the Earth have presented the case that it is preferable to locate 

housing development closer to jobs and key services (e.g. Bradford and Leeds) in order to 

reduce the need to travel which should be the primary priority of a sustainable transport 

policy.    

Increased commuting from Menston to other areas for work is unsustainable, particularly in 

the light of Travel & Transportation issues highlighted elsewhere in this document. Additional 

high density housing developments should therefore not be built in this area.  

Bradford’s re-generation will best be achieved by locating new residential 

developments nearer the city where there is demand for housing, where employment 

opportunities are nearby, and where the big shopping centres are located. 

DERRY HILL SITE ELEVATION 

If this housing development was to proceed, it would be at the highest elevation of any 

housing estate in the Wharfe Valley. The large scale development would be highly visible 

when viewed from long distances away, for example the Chevin. Due to its higher elevation, 

it would overlook the whole village and be unfortunately visible from almost everywhere 

along Main St.  

The Developer noted that many residents have objected, in their letters, to their proposals 

for 3 and 2 ½ story buildings, but chose to ignore residents’ grave concerns and press 

ahead with a scheme which would be suitable for a town or city, but not Menston village in a 

location adjacent to a conservation area. The green open space behind the development 

would be virtually obscured from residents who live below Derry Hill by virtue of the 

Developer’s insistence on inappropriate high rise 3 story buildings.  

The Derry Hill site is on a north facing slope, at relatively high altitude. Hence, for many 

days in a typical winter, the primary route to access the Derry Hill site will be hazardous for 

regular car usage. (Snow remains longer and ice will form sooner on the high altitude north 

facing slopes.) It is interesting to note the behaviour of car owners when snow falls. In 

adverse weather conditions, car owners seek to park them on a road which is gritted and 

cleared.  
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For the Derry Hill site, in winter weather car owners would endeavour to park their cars on 

Derry Lane or Main Street which are unsuitable for accommodating more than 100 cars.  

 

Derry Hill “Access Rd” – in winter 

FLOODING & DRAINAGE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Menston villagers in the vicinity of Derry Hill already suffer regular flooding. Of great concern 

is that the development of the Derry Hill site would lead to increased flooding of Menston 

Derry Hill 

Field 

Electric 

Substation 
Culvert runs under road, but 

“backing up” causes flooding . 



Menston Action Group Response to Derry Hill Site Application (Ref 10/04551/MAF) 

-9- 

homes. The Developer’s proposals inadequately address the future impact of Derry Hill site 

on the existing surface water drainage system.   

There has been no consultation with local residents regarding the existing flood situation or 

history. Therefore, the starting point for the flood risk assessment has been inadequately 

understood by Eastwood & Partners Engineers. Furthermore, the Engineer’s estimations of 

surface water run-off rates are “optimistic” and therefore an underestimate of reality.  

Yorkshire Water has stated that the local public sewer network does not have capacity to 

accept any discharge of surface water from the proposed site. The only available 400mm 

surface water sewer (culvert) is in Dicks Garth Road and takes all the flow from the stream 

which runs down the proposed site from the south (upland) boundary via a water outfall in 

the garden of 19 Moorland Avenue, which regularly floods.  In addition, the culvert takes 

surface water from adjacent housing paved areas and roads.  

The calculations of the culvert’s flow capacity, by Eastwood & Partners Engineers, started 

from an initial assumption that the culvert is a series of pipes with increasing diameters from 

400mm to 600mm. However, this is a flawed assumption - a severely blocked culvert 

carries a lot less flow than the calculation implies, leading to flooding upstream. The Lanes 

and Drains survey report on the condition of the culvert (surface water sewer) down Dick's 

Garth Rd and Main Street found a large number of problems in the condition of the culvert 

including 40% blockage by a sewer pipe, 50% rubble blockage and many cracks. Since the 

survey could not be completed to the final stream discharge point, there is no logic in 

assuming that there are no problems downstream of the point beyond which the survey 

team was unable to progress, presumably due to more culvert blockage!  

 

The Engineer's report says "existing defects on the culvert should be rectified". However, in 

reality the Developer has made no promise that the culvert will be unblocked, repaired, and 

the various services that partially block the culvert diverted. This would be a costly business; 

it is clear that the Developer hopes that that Bradford Council will pay for all of the above. 

Upsizing of the culvert, or a parallel culvert laid to cope with additional run-off has not even 

been considered! 

 

The Engineer suggests that the future point of connection for the new site's surface water 

will be downstream of the initial stream section running through the gardens of nos.30 & 32 

Moorland Ave, (to avoid flooding upstream.) However, the Engineer has failed to explain why 

high rainfall flows will not simply surcharge (backup) and flood the properties of nos 30 & 32.  

This is exactly what happens at present!  

The figures provided by Eastwood & Partners make various assumptions in trying to 

establish the volumes of surface water produced by the developed Derry Hill site, in order to 

establish the required capacity of storage tanks/pipes and the Detention Basin. Our great 

concern is that if the assumptions of Eastwood & Partners are incorrect then the volume of 

surface water runoff will be considerably more than anticipated:- 

• In the Engineer’s calculations the existing green field run-off from the overall site 

area is stated as 5.2ha, less than the 5.44ha quoted in the planning application. 

Moreover, the Engineer’s total impermeable area is stated as 2.2ha, which is a 30% 

underestimate of the actual areas shown on the plan (2.88ha). With an allowance for 

further hard landscaping by residents and a notional 40 conservatories, this rises to 

3.15ha (a 43% increase).  
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• With the cut and fill required to terrace this site, the gradient of which is 1 in 13, all 

existing land drains and ancient waterways will be destroyed. Due to the distance 

from the west boundary to the stream, it is obvious that some of this drainage does 

not discharge into the stream and currently bypasses the flood risk area of Menston. 

The planning application has anticipated destruction of the historic drains and plans 

to introduce drainage Swales along the south (upland) boundary of the site. These 

swales are planned to discharge into the existing stream. The stream will therefore 

carry an additional proportion of the surface water generated by all the land to the 

south of the site. It is believed that this has not been taken into account in the 

Engineer’s calculations. 

 

• At present, the land between the stream and the east boundary of the site falls away 

from the stream and is therefore not draining into the Dicks Garth Road culvert. If the 

development were to proceed, this area of land is understood to be drained back into 

the sewer. It is believed that this factor has not been taken into account. 

 

The principal cause of flooding of homes within Menston below Derry Hill, during periods of 

heavy rain, is the inability of the existing 400mm surface water culvert to cope with the flow 

rates.  It is indisputable that Derry Hill will increase run-off. The Developer proposes to send 

the additional flows down a culvert that is already severely compromised and has associated 

flooding issues.  Because the development of the Derry Hill site will increase the 

incidence and/or severity of flooding events for Menston residents in the vicinity of 

Dicks Garth Road, development of the site should not be permitted. 

SCHOOLS’ UNSUSTAINABILITY 

Local access to Menston's secondary schools will be severely compromised by another new 

housing development in Menston. Currently most children from Menston go to Guiseley 

School, St. Mary's Menston, or Ilkley Grammar. However, when all the proposed housing is 

completed in the various schools’ catchments, most Menston children will be denied 

access to their closest secondary schools, forcing them to commute further afield. A new 

secondary school could be built, but this is not planned for. 

The four nearest secondary schools are all in Leeds LEA. St Mary’s' Menston is closest but 

pupil admission is limited by Catholic faith and is already over subscribed. Guiseley School 

is only 2 miles away but it has only 1% surplus. Prince Henry's (approx 3.5 miles away) has 

reached its full capacity, and Benton Park School, 4 miles away, was reported to have a 3% 

surplus in 2007 but is apparently now full (MCA). (Figures from 'School Population Tables 

2007', Education Leeds). 

The two nearest Bradford schools are Ilkley and Salts Grammar schools. Ilkley has a direct 

train link and is only 4 miles away, but it is over subscribed and any surplus places would 

first be offered to pupils from Addingham. Salts is 6 miles distant (bus route) and takes 

much longer to travel to as a result of the congestion on the A6038! 

Additional Pupils Numbers - Local New Developments 

The formula used to calculate pupil numbers accords with the “Menston Supplementary 

Planning Document, Planning Obligations” 2007 and is based on research originally 

commissioned by Cambridge LEA and by reference to the formulas used by neighbouring 

metropolitan LEAs. 

100 houses on average are estimated to generate around 25 additional primary age pupils 

(4 per year group) and around 10 additional secondary age pupils. There is a distinction 
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made between houses and flats, as high density flats do not generally generate many 

children, and so these are not taken into account. After construction of the new 

developments in the Guiseley area we can expect somewhere in the region of 750 new 

family houses which would mean 75 new pupils for Guiseley School. This far exceeds the 

capacity of the school. (High Royds - 560 dwellings, Netherfield Road, Guiseley - 94 houses 

in 2009 and a further 98 houses recently approved. Brook Crompton, Guiseley - 200 houses 

approved). 

Derry Hill site would generate about 15 new secondary school pupils, and 42 new primary 

school pupils. However, the High Royds & Bingley Rd developments would mean about 130 

new pupils for the primary school.  This far exceeds the capacity of Menston Primary 

school. 

Primary School Pupils – Traffic & Safety 

 The development would mean increased danger to child pedestrians on roads surrounding 

the school including Main Street, Derry Lane, Hawksworth Drive, St Peter’s Way and East 

Parade. Fewer parents will feel it is safe to let their older children walk to school, and some 

may choose to drop them off in the car rather than let children walk alone. 

 

Secondary School Pupils forced to commute further 

 If pupils are forced to go to schools further away in the Bradford area, they would be more 

likely to go by car. Even if the LEA provided transport, this would not allow for extra-curricula 

activities. Increased commute distances to schools pose logistical problems for working 

parents. 

TRANSPORT / MENSTON ROADS 

Developer’s Traffic Assessment contradicts the Bradford Highway 

report 

In correspondence with the Developer in Sept 2009, the Senior Highway Development 

Control Officer (Regeneration, Bradford) listed the concerns of the Bradford Traffic 

Engineers stating:-  The site is bound by substandard highway network and the centre of the 

village is a conservation area. Any projected traffic associated with the development should 

be discouraged from using … Derry Hill, Burley Lane and Main Street….”   

Furthermore, the Strategic Regeneration Director’s report to the Shipley Area Committee 

(20.1.10) considered “a raft of traffic management proposals which would be required of any 

housing development at Bingley Rd or Derry Hill, Menston, to mitigate the impact of 

additional traffic on the village of Menston through appropriate planning obligations.” 

Apart from changing traffic signal dwell times, there is very little that the Developer accepts 

is required. Astonishingly, the Developer’s Planning case states: “The overall conclusion of 

this Transport Assessment is that there are no sustainability, accessibility, highway or 

transport reasons which should prevent this development within Bradford MDC’s RUDC 

from receiving planning permission”.  This conclusion flatly contradicts the Director’s 

report.  

Developer unwilling to improve safety at key road junction 

This Director’s report provides a table with around a dozen items, in which junctions or links 

were identified where mitigating measures would be required to ensure the status quo, i.e. 

ensuring the continued smooth vehicle access as a result of traffic generated by either of 



Menston Action Group Response to Derry Hill Site Application (Ref 10/04551/MAF) 

-12- 

the developments. The items total around £630k. Although not all of this is related to the 

Derry Hill site, £224k was allocated for significant upgrade to the unsafe junction of Derry 

Hill with Bingley Rd., which is specific to the Derry Hill development. However, although 

Barratt Home’s Traffic Assessment (TA) notes “Visibility out of Derry Hill … on the left is 

virtually nil” (unless the car inches forward about 2.4m), the Developer claims that upgrade 

of the junction is “not technically justified”. Perhaps the notional cost of £224k has 

influenced their proposal to ‘do nothing’?  

Derry Hill would be used intensively by traffic from the development, particularly at rush 

hour, but the Developer has not considered, at all, the other safety issues with its usage:- its 

steep incline (approx 1:5), the poor visibility around the bends, and poor light intensity from 

the overlooking trees. Nor has there been consideration that rainwater run-off combined with 

leaves is dangerous in autumn. In winter, ice forms, as noted by the ‘ice' warning signs. In 

addition, the carriageway is barely wide enough for two normal cars to pass.  

Menston Road Accidents 

Accident figures currently available do not reflect reality in Menston. Residents know that 

local junctions have had more accidents than is currently officially logged. For example, at 

the time of this report, the Derry Hill / Main Street / Burley Lane crossroads has had at least 

four accidents. In addition, in September 2010, there were two accidents, at Dicks Garth Rd 

and Cleasby Rd junctions with Main Street. Junction improvements to reduce accident 

probability have not been addressed by the Developer. 

Arterial road congestion  

This is a major concern to existing Menston & Guiseley residents. The Aireborough valley is 

currently suffering large volumes of traffic and development impacting the A65.  

Congestion (defined as traffic speeds less than 70% of speed limit) increases noise and 

pollution levels. There are also negative impacts on the general attractiveness of an area 

affected by congested conditions and on the economic effectiveness of business activity.  

Main Street Menston – Unsuitable for more commuting traffic 

The proposed Derry Hill development would inevitably increase 

traffic movements on Moor Lane and Derry Hill which have 

sections with no pavements, despite pedestrian movements. 

Noise and air pollution levels will also increase. 

It is obvious to anybody who visits the village that there is no 

scope for large increases in vehicle movements let alone large 

construction vehicles negotiating the entire length of Menston 

village.   

Main Street is in the heart of the village and is approximately 

1¼ miles from end to end and on average is approximately 6m 

wide with narrower areas, particularly around the shops and 

junctions. Vehicles must regularly give way voluntarily to 

oncoming vehicles where cars are parked both sides.  If the developers were to put pressure 

on the Highways/Planners to double yellow line the whole of Main Street this would be totally 

unacceptable to all residents and local businesses.   
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                                 The Menston Main Street “Chicane” 

Developer’s Residential Travel Plan – Pure Optimism 

No consultation with local residents 

The writing of the Plan (45 pages) was done without taking into account any views of the 

existing Menston residents.  The Plan hints that future residents will be encouraged to travel 

by any means other than by car.  In this day and age this conclusion appears totally 

improbable.  The reality is that the issuing of a “Home Starter Pack” and cycling voucher 

prizes will have little, if any, long term effect.  

 

By increasing traffic within the village, there will be an inevitable reduction in quality of life 

for existing residents. The Developer appears to rely on the forlorn hope that future 

residents will use cars less, rather than providing substantive, but costly mitigation 

measures.    

Flexible Working Hours? 

The Plan implies that residents use of flexible working hours or Internet access would 

reduce congestion of peak hours travel.  Whilst this may, in some cases, enable some 

people to avoid congested roads or over crowded trains, it is not an established work 

pattern.  With inflexible school timetables and less frequency of public transport outside of 

peak hours and car park saturation a common feature, the reasons to work flexibly are often 

not compelling enough. The MAG research highlighted the fact that commuters do not have 

flexibility around their working day in order to avoid peak period travel. 

UNSUSTAINABLE TRANSPORTATION   

If the proposed Derry Hill development was to become a sustainable community, integrated 

within the existing Menston settlement, it is imperative that an absolute commitment to 

increasing train passenger capacity on the Wharfedale line is secured and acted upon 

prior to expansion to the existing Menston village. 

Currently there are no commitments to increasing passenger train capacity on the 

Wharfedale line, which suffers from severe peak period overcrowding issues; these are 

predicted to worsen when other local housing developments come on stream and 

commuters continue to make a modal shift to rail travel. 

The Developer’s Transport Assessment and Residential Travel Plan frequently cite the 

railway station and its service as part of the sustainable travel plan for this development, but 

it does not take into account the overcrowding issues with the existing service, the 

projected increase in demand (before the development) nor the limited government funded 

solutions available.  
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Published Quotes – Peak Period Train overcrowding issues 

"You're told to use trains as it's a better way to travel than cars and then you end up 

squashed like sardines for the 20 minutes into Leeds. It's ridiculous, sometimes you can't 

get onto trains because they're so full - I've missed a few and been late for work because of 

it. There are too many people and not enough carriages." Commuter Martin Fairbank, Leeds 

city centre office worker – The GUARDIAN. 

"This report (by Association of Train Operating Companies (ATOC)) shows that 

overcrowding on our trains is still one of the main concerns of local rail passengers. 

Passenger numbers are still rising, as was shown by last week's figures which bore out local 

passenger counts showing a 6%  increase in peak rail travel, but we are not getting the 

additional carriages we need. I have written to the Transport Secretary Philip Hammond to 

come to West Yorkshire and travel on some rush-hour trains to see for himself the effects of 

rolling stock shortages (bursting at the seams) and to impress upon him the need for more”. 

Councillor Chris Greaves, chairman of the West Yorkshire Integrated Transport Authority, 

Metro - The GUARDIAN. 

At present there is no Metro strategy to relieve congestion on the Menston commuter trains. 

There is little incentive for Northern Rail to invest as its franchise runs out at in 2013. Cllr. 

Chris Greaves, said “introducing new trains on to the existing over-stretched network was a 

‘cobbled together, chewing gum and string” solution. He said operators should be given 

longer contracts as an incentive for them to improve the rail infrastructure. Telegraph & 

Argus, 28
th
 October 2010. 

MAG Passenger Research  

The Menston Action Group undertook some passenger research on the Wharfedale train 

line in September 2010. All data was collected by volunteers and analyzed/collated by Kate 

Erskine (ICAEW). Refer to the Appendices for more detailed information. 

Passenger Research:  

• Passenger headcounts were taken in the morning and evening peak travel hours, both 

on the platform and on the trains themselves 

• 662 passengers participated in the researchers survey  (27 - 29 Sept inclusive) 

• Passengers were surveyed on three mornings (07:00 - 08:45) before boarding the local 

train services at Menston, Burley-in-Wharfedale and Guiseley 

• The survey focused on passengers’ typical journey patterns and experiences (a copy of 

the questionnaire and all 662 responses are available on request, the questionnaire 

included questions from the recent Passenger Focus Survey). 

The current transport infrastructure in the existing Menston settlement is neither sustainable 

nor able to mitigate the impact of further development within the settlement. Train 

passengers are increasingly contributing to congestion on Menston local roads by parking in 

the vicinity of the station. 

Menston is predominantly a commuter settlement (with Leeds & Bradford providing 

nationally important employment locations for key tertiary industries such as retail, 

education, telecoms, legal and financial services) with 28.6% of the village aged 45-64 years 

old i.e. still working (highest age proportion of the village). Rail travel remains a preferred 

mode of transport in the Wharfe valley as it is efficient and also provides onward 



Menston Action Group Response to Derry Hill Site Application (Ref 10/04551/MAF) 

-15- 

connections to other major employment centres e.g. York, Sheffield, London etc. The 

Wharfedale line to Ilkley is now one of the most heavily used commuter routes outside 

London.   

Train travel continues to become the preferred mode of transport as roads are increasingly 

congested, petrol prices soar, city car parking reaches saturation and individuals become 

more aware of their carbon footprint. This leads inexorably to overcrowding on trains, which 

are neither run more frequently nor lengthened. 

Menston Station is particularly susceptible to the increased passenger volume from new 

developments with High Royds, Crompton Park & Menston Hall, which are not yet 

completed or fully on stream. 

Leeds is overwhelmingly the destination or direction of travel (with connections on to York, 

Sheffield, London etc). This is consistent with the West Yorkshire regions’ employment 

opportunities. 78% of all passengers (surveyed) travel towards Leeds; which rises to 83% if 

considering commuters only. 

 Key Findings (Menston Action Group research) 

• The Peak Time of Travel in the morning is condensed into one hour (07:30-08:30), 

when 71% of passengers travel. In the evening the peak period is dispersed over a two 

hour period (16:30 – 18:30). The majority of passengers on the Wharfedale train line 

during peak hours are commuters or school or college students who make return 

journeys (95%). 

• High levels of overcrowding are a regular feature on the Ilkley to Leeds line; the 

services operate beyond seat loading capacity, and beyond theoretical standing capacity 

at peak periods.  All peak hour trains in the morning and evening are operating at 

between 120% and 150% of their capacity (Leeds – Ilkley). 

• Trying to get a seat is a high priority for all Wharfedale train line passengers. The 

ability to get a seat at peak periods on morning trains has a direct correlation to where 

passengers board the train and their time of travel. For instance, boarding a train 

between 08:00 – 08:30 at Burley-in-Wharfedale 94% of passengers always / usually get 

as seat compared to 61% boarding at Menston & 22% at Guiseley.  

• At Menston station 58% of passengers boarding do not live in Menston. Menston 

station disproportionately feels both the weight of new developments within Menston and 

the trans-boundary impact of new committed developments nearby. Menston station has 

a wider catchment area of passengers than the other stations along the Wharfedale line. 

34% of passengers have travelled from Otley or Asquith, which have no train services. 

• Trains consistently depart late from Guiseley towards Leeds due to excessive dwell 

times whilst passengers attempt to board trains arriving with standing room only. 
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Menston Rail Station Car Park – FULL CAPACITY by 8am  

Menston railway station car park is full to capacity before 8am on a week day morning with 

130 vehicles often parked up. The car park caters for only 112 spaces, so parking in 

disabled bays and double parking across formal bays is common place.  

On Station Road, the part which is not yellow lined, there are routinely an additional 40 

vehicles parked with the overflow now extending to the top of Cleasby Road, which sees an 

additional average 56 cars parking on both sides of the road. 

As the car park fills up early, potential off peak demand for trains (Leisure, family, Flexible 

workers etc.) is being suppressed (PTE study).  

With the Derry Hill development located 1,100 metres from Menston station with a 

recommended maximum distance of 800 metres, it is extremely likely that rail passengers 

from this development will wish to drive to the station or be dropped off further increasing 

road congestion and car park saturation, particularly in poor weather, autumn / winter or 

when they have luggage. 

 

Menston Station Car Park – Double parking and Overspill parking on Station Road 

Standing room only … 
Menston passengers boarding a 

Leeds train at peak time (AM). 
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METRO – No Solutions to Overcrowding on Rail Routes 

The recent Network Rail, Northern Route Utilisation Strategy (Draft, October 2010) 

acknowledges that expected demand on the Ilkley corridor is likely to be higher than 

forecast in the Route Utilization Strategy.  

In recent years a number of solutions to the current overcrowding issues have been mooted 

but no commitments have been made.  

Additional Carriages on Commuter Trains is often the most efficient solution to train 

overcrowding, but this depends on both rolling stock and platform length. Funding for extra 

rolling stock is provided by the DfT not by the Northern Rail franchise.  Presently a shortfall 

in funding has meant the provision of additional carriages (perhaps refurbished from the 

Thames link) is highly uncertain. 

If rolling stock were to be provided, the current platform lengths must be extended to cater 

for longer trains.  However, the impact on the interchanges into Leeds and the triangular 

layout at Shipley for Bradford trains mean that Platform lengthening is not currently viable. 

In 2000, railway stations along the Wharfedale line saw their platforms extended in order to 

accommodate trains with 4 carriages. METRO have confirmed that the current capacity 

issues at Guiseley can only be addressed through providing additional services i.e. more 

frequent trains, as further extension to the platform lengths can not be accommodated. 

Therefore the train length will remain as 4 carriages i.e. the maximum length that can 

be accommodated on the line. 

Signalling and existing track layouts limit Metro’s ability to increase capacity on the 

Wharfedale line.  Additionally a significant upgrade of power supply to the tracks can not be 

accommodated; this means that Metro cannot run more trains to increase service 

frequency in peak periods.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

For all the above reasons, the Derry Hill site has 
been presented, quite wrongly, as being suited for a 

high density housing development. 
 




