
STRUCTURED RESPONSE FROM MENSTON COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION
to the Core Strategy of the Local Development Framework published by Bradford MDC

It must be pointed out, initially, that the comments at paragraph 4.3.6 forecasting that by 2028 "The Wharfedale TOWNS of Burley in Wharfedale and Menston" (will be)
expanded by housing developments "supported by shops and community facilities".  It must be obvious, even to Bradford MDC's Planning Officers that these VILLAGES lack
the infrastructure or the scope at their centres to facilitiate such expansion or the creation of additional shopping or community facilities.  These VILLAGES have developed

around the historic centres and narrow streets and side-roads which give these locations their special character and rural ambiance.  It is this rural character which attracts
residents to live there in a relatively tranquil setting: vibrancy and vitality are created within these communities, and in context.  It does not need importing!  It is both
presumptuous and offensive to the majority of residents of these VILLAGES, that Bradford MDC should seek to change them into TOWNS, and there is no desire on the part 
of residents that these settlements should become towns at the behest of Bradford MDC and contrary to the wishes of their populations.

The concern of the residents of Menston is paramount in this presentation on their behalf by Menston Community Association.  That said, it is a matter of alarm that the 
SHLAA relating to Menston and Burley-in-Wharfedale envisages the construction of substantial numbers of dwellings on greenfield land (currently Green Belt) which forms

the separation between these distinct communities, and furthermore that the SHLAA proposes construction on landscape of high natural value and with exceptional (long
and broad) views of the heritage landscape of Wharfedale including Otley Chevin and Rombalds Moor.

This presentation relates to the sites identified in the SHLAA as ME/005, ME/006, ME/007 and to the adjacent site at Burley-in-Wharfedale identified as BU/002.

It does not purport to address the sites identified as ME/001, ME/002 or ME/003, upon which Menston Parish Council has made extensive submission.

Section (SHLAA) Proposal Conflicts with Policy Statement

Ref. ME/005 and 

ME/006

These two sites of adopted Green Belt are indicated for the site of 115 

and 54 dwellings respectively.  It is noted that there is no access to the 

sites other than what might be constructed directly from the A65.  

3.14, point 2 " … promoting development of previously developed land and 

development in sustainable locations that reduces the need to travel and 

minimises the need to travel by car."

OBSERVATIONS:  MCA observes that the distance from these sites to 

schools, shops, the railway station and other facilities in Menston village is 

in excess of 2km.  It is apparent that the only way for proposed residents to 

access those facilities would be by car.

MCA PERSPECTIVE: This is not previously developed land but both sites 

are in landscapes of high visibility and great natural beauty, which 

exemplify the landscape of the Wharfe Valley. Given the remoteness of 

the sites from Menston's facilities, it is clear that potential residents 

(particularly children, mothers with toddlers or pushchairs, and the less 

mobile) would be unable to walk to the village, and this would 

encourage car travel, thus directly contravening the relevant policies.  

These sites would only suit commuters who worked outside Menston, 

and who would therefore play little or no part in the life of the village.  

These are not sustainable locations.



Ref. ME/005 and 

ME/006

Insofar as the identified areas are Green Belt and greenfield sites, 

construction on them would involve the permanent loss of more than 

6ha of green infrastructure and recreational space.

3.14, point 3 "To ensure that appropriate critical infrastructure including social and 

green infrastructure is in place to support sustainable growth and 

sustainable communities."

OBSERVATIONS:  These sites would not draw upon the social infrastructure 

of Menston by reason of being too remote.  The removal of landscape 

which has been essentially unchanged since the last Ice Age in favour of 

building a socially and geographically isolated (unsustainable) commuter 

housing estate appears to be in direct opposition to the relevant policies.

MCA PERSPECTIVE:  To replace a natural and vital landscape with a 

dormitory suburb, and then to try to recreate a mini-landscape within 

that housing estate for the sake of providing an alternative green 

infrastructure, seems perverse in the extreme.  Better by far to leave in 

place what's irreplaceable.

Ref. ME/005 and 

ME/006

These two sites, on the extremity of the Menston boundary, form part of 

the green border of Menston, and are a part of the "natural heritage of 

the District".  Furthermore, they border on the A65 Burley Road, thus 

effectively reducing the space between the distinct communities of 

Menston and Burley.

3.14, point 12 "Safeguard, enhance and promote the diverse historic built and natural 

heritage of the District which helps reinforce the local distinctiveness of 

places."

OBSERVATIONS:  Construction on these sites, or the creation of an access 

off the A65 would mean that the built landscape would dominate the entire 

Northern side of the A65 between Menston and Burley, thus creating 

ribbon development.

MCA PERSPECTIVE: The proposals for construction would damage rather 

than safeguard the natural heritage of this part of Wharfedale, and 

would contribute to removal of the green separator between two 

distinct communities.

Ref. ME/005 and 

ME/006

The distance from these sites to schools, shops, the railway station and 

other facilities in Menston village is in excess of 2km.  It is apparent that 

the only logical way for proposed residents to access those facilities 

would be by car.

3.14, point 13 "To reduce the impact of climate change … particularly through reducing 

pollution, energy consumption .."

OBSERVATIONS:  Although the LDF hints at two possible access and egress 

points along the A65, neither of these would offer safety to traffic unless a 

roundabout was constructed.  The distances to/from Mesnton would mean 

that any facilities available to residents would have to be accessed by car.

MCA PERSPECTIVE:  Construction on these sites could only create traffic 

on the already-congested A65.  There would inevitably be an increase in 

energy consumption and related pollution.  Building on these sites 

would involve the laying of new services including gas, electicity and 

water/sewerage. These factors run counter to the intentions of the 

conservation agenda and policies.

Ref. ME/005 and 

ME/006

These sites would consume Green Belt countryside. 3.14, point 14 "Provide accessible and varied opportunities for leisure and recreation 

including access to the countryside …"

OBSERVATIONS:  There is currently access to these sites for leisure and 

recreation, and it is counterproductive and contrary to the relevant policies 

to delete the sites from Green Belt, just in order to have create some 

artificial replacements elsewhere.

MCA PERSPECTIVE: These sites are valuable natural resources.  There can 

be no rational nor responsible argument for deleting such visible sites 

and wildlife habitats from the periphery of Menston, where they 

provide landscape views and country walks.



Ref. ME/005 and 

ME/006

The access/egress relating to these sites must, inevitably, join and 

contribute to the traffic flow along the already-congested A65.

3.14, point 9 "To improve and develop excellent public transport and highway systems 

to increase … accessibility … and establish good connections … by ensuring 

safety, efficiency and sustainability."

OBSERVATIONS:  The A65 is already recognised by BMDC as one of the 

most congested routes in Bradford District and West Yorkshire. Bradford 

Council's Traffic Study, Oct. 2010, undertaken by Steer Davies Gleave 

states: 
7.99 We recommend cross-border working with Leeds to investigate solutions on 

this corridor; specifically at junctions in the Menston and Guiseley area. Apart 

from limited improvements, constraints of space to the highways corridor make it 

unlikely that significant extra highways capacity can be provided on this already 

congested corridor. 
7.100 Similarly, it will be difficult to reduce bus journey time or journey time 

variability, because of the limited opportunities for providing bus priority.

Ref. ME/005 and 

ME/006

The proposed use of these sites for residential construction would 

involve the sacrifice of more than 6ha of greenfield land in highly visible 

locations.

Policy SC1, section 6 "Protect and enhance the District's environmental resources including 

areas of international and national importance … and the character and 

qualities of the District's heritage …"

OBSERVATIONS:  The consumption of Green Belt, as proposed, cannot in 

any way be reconciled with protecting and enhancing these sites which are 

so visible and recognisable as key parts of the District's heritage.

MCA PERSPECTIVE: These sites are visible from almost every elevated 

site on Rombalds Moor and from the northern side of the Wharfe Valley 

above Weston and Otley. They also form the green entrances to 

Menston from the West, and to Wharfedale from the East.  These are 

therefore key locations which typify the character of the Wharfe Valley 

as undulating land with open views of moorland.  It would be completely 

inconsistent with a policy of protection, preservation and enhancement 

of the natural landscape to utilise these sites for housing.

Ref. ME/005 and 

ME/006

The proposed use of these sites for residential construction would 

involve the sacrifice of more than 6ha of greenfield land in highly visible 

locations.

Policy SC1, section 8 "Avoid increasing flood risk, and manage land and river catchments for 

flood mitigation, biodiversity enhancement and increased tree cover."

OBSERVATIONS:  The consumption of wooded and undulating meadowland 

Green Belt, as proposed, cannot in any way be reconciled with enhancing 

biodiversity, or increasing tree cover. Both these sites contribute to the 

water courses which find their way to the Riover Wharfe, and are visible 

from considerable distance as key parts of the District's natural heritage 

landscape.

MCA PERSPECTIVE: Both these sites are a mix of meadowland, marsh 

and treescape, which offer habitats to a variety of wildlife. There would 

be a benefit from increased tree cover, but not from the removal of 

trees and green landscape.  It would be completely inconsistent with any 

policy of protection, preservation and enhancement of the natural 

landscape to utilise these sites for housing.

MCA PERPECTIVE: It is incomprehensible that BMDC can even 

contemplate deliberately putting more traffic onto the A65 when it is 

evident from its own studies that traffic from residential sites in 

Menston predominantly commutes to Leeds. The railway station at 

Menston would not be readily accessible for these sites (unless a car was 

used to access Menston Station car park which is already beyond 

capacity), and the same applies to all journeys between these proposed 

sites and schools at Menston or Guiseley.  The result would not be safe, 

efficient or sustainable, so it breaches policy in every respect.



Ref. ME/005 and 

ME/006

These sites offer no access to employment locally (since there is little or 

none).  The sacrifice of Green Belt is questionable in terms of economic 

or social benefit.

Policy SC1, section 9 "Ensure that transport management and investment support  .. the Core 

spatial strategy, in particular sustainable patterns of development, inclusive 

access to jobs and facilities, and shift to sustainable forms of movement."

OBSERVATIONS:  Residential development proposed for all sites in Menston 

is bound to add to commuter traffic to access jobs, and equally form these 

specific sites to access facilities even in Menston, as no additional facilities 

are proposed or possible.

MCA PERSPECTIVE:  No investment in highways is proposed which would 

enhance access to jobs and facilities, nor is development on these sites 

sustainable by reason of their remoteness from jobs and facilities other 

than by car along the congested A65.

Ref. ME/005 and 

ME/006

The proposal relates to construction along both sides of the A65 

between Menston and Burley and on heritage landscape.

Policy SC1, section 10 "Ensure that developments are of high quality and … protect and enhance 

local settings, character, distinctiveness and heritage."

OBSERVATIONS:  Construction on these sites adjacent to the A65 can only 

be viewed as 'ribbon development', and will reduce of remove the green 

separating corridor between the two villages.

MCA PERSPECTIVE:  These sites to the North of Menston do not provide 

ready access to the facilities of the village, and would only be suitable for 

commuter housing.  Existing sites adjacent to those proposed (which are 

also predominantly commuter development, but of limited magnitude) 

have a housing density far lower than is proposed.  Hence, the proposed 

volume of dwellings will be out of character and unlikely to attract 

buyers who will find employment in Leeds or Harrogate. The desirability 

of the area will be adversely affected by the destruction of Green Belt, 

wildlife habitats and distance views.  Construction here will undoubtedly 

be detrimental to the character of Menston by reducing its rural 

atmosphere and creating 'ribbon development' along the A65.  

Ref. ME/005 and 

ME/006

It is not clear in what way the proposed construction will assist in 

renewal or regeneration.  It is equally unclear why Menston is 

considered to be in need of renewal or regeneration.

Policy SC3, section 1 "Support the renewal and regeneration of urban and rural areas."

OBSERVATIONS:  Nothing is proposed for Menston other than additional 

housing.  As Menston is not, and cannot conceivably become, a centre of 

employment, any residential development will add little or nothing to the 

benefit of the village, but will add to congestion and depletion of the 

already limited school facilities.

MCA PERSPECTIVE:  No "regeneration" is proposed for Menston in the 

LDF.  The only regeneration referred to is for the city of Bradford, which 

will not be assisted by residential development in Menston, as (various 

surveys show) that commuters from Menston predominantly find 

employment in Leeds.

Ref. ME/005 and 

ME/006

No evidence is presented to suggest that Menston is an area of high 

housing demand, and that it therefore needs more housing.

Policy SC3, section 2 "Address high and low housing demand."

OBSERVATIONS:  Recent residential developments still appear to be no 

more than 50% occupied after 4 years (High Royds). There is no evidence of 

unsatisfied demand.

MCA PERSPECTIVE:  On the basis of empirical evidence, Menston already 

has enough housing to meet demand, and its further requirements are 

seen to be for units appropriate to downsizing (for older residents) to 

free up existing larger units, not for additional commuter dwellings.





Ref. ME/005 and 

ME/006

No future employment opportunities are indicated for Menston. Policy SC3, section 3 "Balance housing with current and future employment opportunities."

OBSERVATIONS:  Menston has appx. 20 retail and service businesses, 

predominantly around the historic centre of the village, and with only one 

substantial employer (JCT600).

MCA PERSPECTIVE:  It cannot be argued that Menston has the scope to 

provide employment for any new residents.  The village does not have 

any businesses which can supply an income adequate to meet the costs 

of buying and maintaining housing locally.

Ref. ME/005 and 

ME/006

No new or improved green areas are proposed.  Indeed, the sites 

identified relate to depletion of the Green Belt.

Policy SC4, "Regional City", section 

B3

"Create new and improve existing green areas … including the urban fringe 

to enhance biodiversity and recreation."

OBSERVATIONS:  The proposals for these sites (arguably on the urban 

fringe) would reduce and deplete existing green areas.  Biodiversity and 

recreation would be assisted by leaving well alone.

MCA PERSPECTIVE: These sites, on the fringe of Menston, supply wildlife 

habitats and biodiversity at the present time. To delete them from the 

Green Belt flies in the face of this Policy.

Ref. ME/005 and 

ME/006

No substantial improvements are proposed for access from Menston to 

Leeds or Bradford. 

Policy SC4, "Principal Towns", section 

B2

"Improve public transport links between Ilkley, Keighley, Bingley, Leeds and 

Bradford."

OBSERVATIONS:  Improvements to public transport links from Menston are 

incapable of significanht improvement.  BMDC's own transport study says 

that the A65 and A6038 are not amenable to substantial improvement.  

There can be no meaningful improvement to bus services unless those road 

corridors are expanded, and the railway has limited scope for capacity 

improvement.

MCA PERSPECTIVE: Bradford Council's Transport Consultants state: "This 

route, already congested at peak times, will experience severe delays at 

junctions in Ilkley, Menston and Guiseley, impacting on journey times on 

the corridor."   Additional development in Menston can only exacerbate 

the situation, adversely affecting traffic flow, congestion, energy 

consumption, related pollution and risks in relation to road safety.

Ref. ME/005 and 

ME/006

As Menston is not located in or immediately adjacent to a Principal 

Town, employment in such locations inevitably means commuting to 

work.

Policy SC4, "Principal Towns", section 

B3

"Ensure that they (Principal Towns) provide the main focus for employment 

development in rural areas."

OBSERVATIONS:  It is doubtful whether the creation of new employment 

opportunities in Ilkley (the only accessible Principal Town from Menston) 

will provide employment or the appropriate types of employment to 

Menston residents.

MCA PERSPECTIVE: Development in the Principal Towns will not assist 

residents of Menston.  Keighley and Bingley are irrelevant to Menston, 

and Ilkley has little other than low-paid retail jobs to offer. The 

employment needs of Menston residents will continue to be met by jobs 

in Leeds, and thus commuting by car (even to the railway stations) is 

indicated for the foreseeable future.



Ref. ME/005 and 

ME/006

No clarification or examples of such "vibrancy " are offered.  The nature 

of the "enhancement" is unclear.

Policy SC4, "Local Growth Centres", 

section B

"The roles of Burley in Wharfedale, Menston (and others) … as accessible, 

attractive and vibrant places to live should be enhanced."

OBSERVATIONS:  Menston would argue that there is no need for 

enhancement of its role as an attractive or vibrant place to live.  Menston is 

not truly "accessible" other than by car travel, as all other (public transport) 

services are overloaded or journey times too long to be viable.

MCA PERSPECTIVE: The centre of Menston is restricted in terms of its 

potential for enhancement by reason of its narrow roads, limited 

locations for retail or other facilities and its rural nature.  Development 

on the fringes is unlikely to assist, as the identified sites are just as close 

to larger shopping centres (in Otley, Guiseley and Ilkely) as they are to 

Menston once the residents get into their cars (as they will have to). 

Residential development will not aid Menston's local economy to any 

significant extent.

Ref. ME/005 and 

ME/006

There is no indication given as to how Menston can be made more 

"accessible" when the road capacity cannot be increased nor can the 

capacity of trains or buses be substantially increased, according to 

Bradford MDC's own Transport Study.

Policy SC4, "Local Growth Centres", 

section B1

"Improve accessibility … and improve their function as hubs for transport, 

local facilities, affordable and market housing needs."

OBSERVATIONS:  Menston has not asked to be, and generally does not 

want to be a "Local Growth Centre".  It is, and wishes to remain, a village 

community.

MCA PERSPECTIVE: This concept is vaccuous as far as Menston is 

concerned.  Menston is located mid-way in a valley on a single rail line, 

so it cannot act as a "hub" in any sense.  Its facilities (retail and/or 

community) are inevitably limited and both "affordable" and market 

housing prices are influenced by high land prices locally. None of these 

factors can change in the short term.

Ref. ME/005 and 

ME/006

The Core Strategy offers no explanation of how Menston can contribute 

to economic diversification of the District.

Policy SC4, "Local Growth Centres", 

section B3

"Ensure that they (Local Growth Centres) support economic 

diversification."

OBSERVATIONS:  Menston is an essentially rural village, without the scope 

(owing to its layout around a traditional, restricted centre) to become 

anything more.

MCA PERSPECTIVE: It is not clear how Menston can have any role in 

supporting economic diversification. It has no industry and few retail 

units, no tourist accommodation and limited parking facilities.  This is 

not necessarily viewed as a disadvantage because its working population 

typically commutes to jobs in the cities.

Ref. ME/005 and 

ME/006

The Core Strategy offers no explanation of how this policy can be applied 

to Menston.

Policy SC4, "Local Growth Centres", 

section B3

"Enhance the vitality and viability of local growth centres."

OBSERVATIONS:  Menston has not asked to be, and generally does not 

want to be a "Local Growth Centre".  It is, and wishes to remain, a village 

community.

MCA PERSPECTIVE: The village community of Menston is already viable 

and its several community organisations provide opportunities for its 

residents.  The "one size fits all" solutions offered by Bradford MDC are 

not particularly welcome.



Ref. ME/005 and 

ME/006

No new or improved green areas are proposed.  Indeed, the sites 

identified relate to depletion of the Green Belt.

Policy SC4, "Local Growth Centres", 

section B3

"Create new and improve existing green areas .. to enhance biodiversity 

and recreation."

OBSERVATIONS:  The proposals for these sites would reduce and deplete 

existing green areas, contrary to policy.  Biodiversity and recreation would 

be assisted by leaving the natural landscape, flora and fauna to maintain 

itself.

MCA PERSPECTIVE:  Leave alone what nature has created over millennia, 

as Bradford Council is unlikely to improve upon it.

Ref. ME/005 and 

ME/006

This is a global policy which applies primarily to urban areas, not to 

existing greenscapes and essentially rural areas.

Policy SC6, "Green Infrastructure", 

principles

" … support and encourage the maintenance, enhancement and extension 

.. of key areas of Green Infrastructure, as an integral part of the urban 

fabric …"

OBSERVATIONS:  Menston lacks recreation facilities and parks (the 'built' 

green infrastructure) but has Green Belt boundaries, which ought to be 

preserved as a priority.

MCA PERSPECTIVE: Whilst Menston has no allotments and only small 

areas of park, it would be criminal to destroy by construction the green 

areas which it enjoys on its periphery and which help to make Menston 

the pleasant rural village it is.

Ref. ME/005 and 

ME/006

Proposals for these sites would involve "deletions from Green Belt". Policy SC6, "Green Infrastructure", 

principles

" … respect and enhance the distinctiveness of local landscapes and 

heritage assets and promote sustainable design."

OBSERVATIONS:  Deletions from Green Belt should only be permitted 

where there is a clear case, and where that is the only solution to a 

definitive problem. Neither is the case here.

MCA PERSPECTIVE: Bradford Council should adhere to its stated policy to 

"respect and enhance" these landscapes, which ARE distinctive and ARE 

heritage assets.

Ref. ME/005 and 

ME/006

The value of theses Green Belt assets is clearly stated in Bradford 

Council's own promotional material.  

Policy SC6, "Green Infrastructure", 

principles

"The River Corridors of the Aire and Wharfe … are identified as strategic 

Green Infrastructure assets … as a resource for people and wildlife … (etc.)."

OBSERVATIONS:  It is apparent that BMDC recognises both the strategic 

importance of the valley landscapes and their attractions to tourists and 

visitors.  But does BMDC recognise that people move to these areas, when 

they feel it appropriate and when they have the wherewithal to afford it, 

for the ambiance and the lifestyle which these localities offer?  If so, what 

sort of thinking would prompt the Council to consider destroying such 

assets or reducing their attractiveness?

MCA PERSPECTIVE: These sites ARE of strategic value, they ARE heritage 

landscape, essentially unchanged and respected by countless earlier 

generations, and they ARE habitats for wildlife.  It is incomprehensible 

that Bradford Council in the 21st Century could despoil what has been 

respected and preserved for millennia.



Ref. ME/005 and 

ME/006

Both the identified sites are isolated from Menston village and its 

facilities.  They are located on the very periphery of Menston and 

remote from any sources of social or economic sustainability.

Section 3, para. 3.150 "Development should not be located in areas which result in the 

fragmentation or isolation of natural habitats and opportunities should be 

identified to enhance Green Infrastructure and the natural habitats within 

it."

OBSERVATIONS:  It is apparent that, if these sites were built upon, the 

residents of the dwellings would have no social contact with the rest of 

Menston and that these would be housing estates for commuters - socially, 

geographically and economically isolated.

MCA PERSPECTIVE: To construct on these sites would run counter to 

every element of the above policy.  Not only would that produce 

isolated estates which could not be part of the larger community, but 

construction would remove and destroy the immediate habitats, and 

fragment the natural migration paths and feeding territories, of 

numerous species of wildlife. 

Ref. ME/005 and 

ME/006

These sites, if developed, would provide only housing: they would not 

contribute to any increase in local employment.  How they would deliver 

on Core policies is not clear.

Policy SC7, "Green Belt" "Localised reviews of Green Belt boundaries will be necessary, to deliver 

longer term housing and jobs growth … in locations that deliver the Core 

policies and the strategic patterns of development set out in Policy SC5."

OBSERVATIONS:  Releasing Green Belt land in this area will not provide any 

additional facilities for Menston, nor can construction here deliver "jobs 

growth".  These locations simply do not deliver on any of the Core policies 

other than numbers of houses.

MCA PERSPECTIVE: Construction here should not be contemplated, as 

the identified locations are remote from Menston, do not contribute to 

the life of the village, and fail in every respect of the above policies.

Ref. ME/005 and 

ME/006

It is not easy to see how these sites can be viewed as "sustainable 

locations".

Section 3, para. 155 "  .. localised changes to the Green Belt are required in sustainable locations 

to meet identifiable development needs  .. for which alternative sites would 

be significantly less sustainable."

OBSERVATIONS:  When Bradford city has so many vacant sites, brownfield 

sites and so much derelict or sub-standard housing, it is impossible to relate 

to the argument that Green Belt in Menston 

MCA PERSPECTIVE: There is no proven, identifiable need: simply a 

projection of District population based on statistics from the years of 

Bradford's highest period of immigration. These are not sustainable 

locations.  There are a multitude of other sites available which would 

offer more appropriate, more strategic solutions and which could deliver 

jobs.  These sites fail on every criterion.

Ref. ME/005 and 

ME/006

Neither of these sites meet the stated criteria. Open Space, Sport & Recreation 

Study criteria: Parks & Gardens

"All settlement areas within 400m of a local park and/or 1,200m of district 

park and/or of a borough park."

OBSERVATIONS:  The nearest park is Menston Recreation Ground at 1.4km 

distant from the access/egress point to the A65 if these sites were 

developed.

MCA PERSPECTIVE: These two sites currently provide recreation areas in 

the form of open ground for walking etc. If construction was undertaken 

here, it would remove existing green space and leave these 

developments without any park or recreational facilities within the 

distances specified in the policy.



Ref. ME/005 and 

ME/006

These ARE ALREADY natural greenspaces.  It is not necessary to create 

them.

Open Space, Sport & Recreation 

Study criteria: Natural/semi-natural 

greenspace

"All settlement areas within 120m of a site of up to 0.66ha …. and/or 900m 

of a site between 1ha and 10ha (or more)."

OBSERVATIONS:  Construction on these sites would destroy existing 

greenspace and would leave a manufactured environment remote from 

open greenspace.

MCA PERSPECTIVE: If construction was undertaken on these sites, not 

only would existing natural greenspace be depleted but further 

construction planned on adjacent sites would reduce the availability of 

alternative recreational and greenspace areas.

Ref. ME/005 and 

ME/006

These ARE ALREADY natural greenspaces.  It is not necessary to create 

them.

Open Space, Sport & Recreation 

Study criteria: Amenity greenspace

"All settlement areas within 120m of a site of up to 0.66ha …. and/or 900m 

of a site between 1ha and 10ha (or more)."

OBSERVATIONS:  Construction on these sites would destroy existing 

greenspace and would leave a manufactured environment remote from 

open greenspace.

MCA PERSPECTIVE: If construction was undertaken on these sites, not 

only would existing natural greenspace be depleted but further 

construction planned on adjacent sites would reduce the availability of 

alternative recreational and greenspace areas.

Ref. ME/005 and 

ME/006

The sites identified are isolated and would not allow access as specified.  Open Space, Sport & Recreation 

Study criteria: Provision for children 

and young people

"All settlement areas within 400m of a LEAP … and/or 1000m of a NEAP 

and/or of a site greater than a SEAP."

OBSERVATIONS:  Village facilities (NEAP and SEAP) are located in Menston 

Park at a distance of 1.4km from the identified sites.  BMDC's own Open 

Spaces Study shows (Figure 2.5 on page 14) that people are only prepared 

to walk for 15 minutes to access a NEAP or SEAP, whereas even for an 

adult, it would take in excess of 20 minutes to access facilities in Menston.

MCA PERSPECTIVE: Although it would be practicable within a scheme of 

construction on these sites to provide minor facilities for play (eg. a 

LEAP) any more substantial facilities are currently, and could only be in 

future, located proximate to the centre of Menston village, hence at a 

distance from these sites in excess of 1400 metres, and realistically 

accessible only by transport.

Ref. ME/005 and 

ME/006

Menston has no allotments and none are proposed. Open Space, Sport & Recreation 

Study criteria: Allotments

"All settlement areas within 120m of a site of up to 0.66ha …. and/or 900m 

of a site between 1ha and 10ha (or more)."

OBSERVATIONS: It was originally planned for Menston to have allotments 

on the land allocated for building on High Royds.  Those have not 

materialised, and the designated area has been tree-planted by Leeds City 

Council.  Menston has no allotments.

MCA PERSPECTIVE: Menston has been expressing its demand for 

allotments for several years, yet Bradford Council has repeatedly refered 

the matter back to Menston Parish Council which has no land available 

and cannot do anything to meet that demand. Construction on the 

identified sites would not provide allotments but would simply increase 

the proportion of Menston's population without allotments.  This policy 

objective is not being met now, and would not be met by further 

construction.



Ref. ME/005 and 

ME/006

If construction on these sites was to proceed, the only greenspace left 

would be the Nature Trail down the former railway line.  

English Nature ANGst criteria "That no person should live more than 300m from natural greenspace of at 

least 2ha in size: 2km from a 20ha site etc."

OBSERVATIONS:  The proposed sites border the congested A65, which may 

be unsafe to cross, and private farmland on the other side of the railway 

line.  The former railway line is not a safe environment for unaccompanied 

children and could only meet the specified criteria (mathematically) by the 

questionable method of multiplying its width (c. 20m) by a length of 500 

metres to meet the requirement of 2ha.

MCA PERSPECTIVE: Deletion of the Green Belt of these sites would 

compromise the ability of any developments on the sites to meet these 

policy critieria.

Ref. ME/005 and 

ME/006

Bradford Council's Transport Study confirms that development of these 

sites would increase traffic on the A65, A658 and A6038.  This will not 

assist passengers to access LBIA.

Policy SC1, section 4 "Optimise the opportunities …. of Leeds Bradford International Airport as a 

business gateway for the District and the Region."

OBSERVATIONS:  No developments of the road network under BMDC's 

control are proposed to assist LBIA to increase its traffic capacity. In fact, 

BMDC's own Transport Study confirms that traffic at peak times will 

increase and nothing can be done about it in the short-term or at 

acceptable cost.

MCA PERSPECTIVE: Traffic on the A65 is already a problem and the 

projected increase in capacity at the airport will add to it.  To increase 

the problem by building at Menston, thereby putting even more traffic 

onto the A65 and roads which connect or intersect, is counterproductive.

Ref. ME/007, also 

BU/002

These two sites of adopted Green Belt are indicated for the construction 

of 395 and 277 dwellings respectively, the sites being separated only by 

the former (dismantled) railway line.  Site Ref. BU/002 is shown to span 

both sides of Menston Old Lane, and therefore impacts directly upon 

Menston village in terms of access and traffic.

Strategic Core Policy 1 (SC1), Key 

Priorities

"6. Protect and enhance the District's environmental resources including 

areas of international and national importance … and the character and 

qualities of the District's heritage, landscape and countryside .."

OBSERVATIONS:  Construction on these sites would see the green gap 

between Menston and Burley disappear, resulting in 'ribbon development' 

and 'urban sprawl'.  Green open spaces and long-distance vistas to and 

from elevated moorland would be replaced by housing.

MCA PERSPECTIVE:  This is a proposal which would envisage the 

permanent removal of greenspace separating two distinct communities.  

In no way could it be said to protect or enhance the environment or the 

landscape: it simply deletes 26ha of agricultural land and encloses a 

narrow rural road within two large housing estates which are remote 

from facilities in either Menston or Burley.  Such construction would 

reporesent a major visual intrusion upon a heritage landscape, whilst 

offering no benefits to the economies of either Burley or Menston.  The 

difficulty of access to facilities will simply encourage motor traffic.



Ref. ME/007, also 

BU/002

Properties constructed on ME/007 would be between 750m (min) and 

1300m (max) in a direct line from Menston Primary School and other 

facilities in Menston village.

Policy SC1, section 9 "Ensure that transport management and investment support and help 

deliver the Core spatial strategy … sustainable patterns of development, 

inclusive access .. sustainable forms of movement."

OBSERVATIONS:  The facilities of Menston would be remote from this 

development.  The development would, effectively, be isolated and is 

unlikely to be viewed as part of the Menston community.

MCA PERSPECTIVE:  It is likely to be impractical to create an 

access/egress relative to site ME/007 on its southern or eastern 

boundaries because of the presence of the Wharfedale railway line 

and/or the presence of the former railway line.  In any event, access 

onto Menston Old Lane would be extremely hazardous owing to its 

narrow width. 

Ref. ME/007 The remoteness of site ME/007 from Menston's facilities will cause 

difficulties for children, parents and disabled residents, and will 

therefore lead to an increase in motor usage.

3.14, point 2 " … promoting development of previously developed land and 

development in sustainable locations that reduces the need to travel and 

minimises the need to travel by car."

OBSERVATIONS:  Unless children are encouraged to walk up to 1.3km to 

Menston Primary School using the railway bridge adjacent to Halstead 

Drive and The Homestead, it is inevitable that car traffic will be generated 

onto the heavily-congested A65.  This is detrimental to energy-conservation 

and pollution policies.

MCA PERSPECTIVE: This is not previously developed land but both sites 

are in landscapes of high visibility and natural beauty, which exemplify 

the landscape of the Wharfe Valley. The remoteness of the site from 

Menston's facilities, means that potential residents (particularly 

children, mothers with toddlers or pushchairs, and the less mobile) 

would be unable to walk to the village, and this would encourage car 

travel, thus directly contravening the relevant policies.  These sites 

would only suit commuters who worked outside Menston, and who 

would therefore play little or no part in the life of the village.  This is not 

a sustainable location.

Ref. BU/002 The designation of Menston as a "Growth Area" is questionable, and 

simply adding housing on this site between Menston and Burley does 

not provide growth other than of the number of residential dwellings.  

There is no sense in which this will sponsor economic growth as there is 

no significant local employment.  What it will do is to create commuter 

traffic.

Sub-Area Policy WD1, section D3. "Support the centres of Burley in Wharfedale and Menston for limited retail 

and leisure development to meet day to day needs and benefit from 

excellent  rail and road connections …"

OBSERVATIONS: Bradford Council's own evidence shows that residents of 

Menston and Burley in Wharfedale tend NOT to shop in Bradford, and that 

a majority on Menston residents shop outside Bradford District (perhaps 

closer to their work or in Guiseley).

MCA PERSPECTIVE:  Menston does not have space for more shops or 

leisure facilities.  The centre of Menston village supports some 15 

businesses including public houses, and there are another 6-8 businesses 

(including public houses/restaurants) on the fringe.  it is fatuous to 

believe that Menston can be expanded to accommodate more retail or 

leisure facilities.  Where??



Ref. ME/007 Construction on this site must result in traffic being routed along the A65 

in order to access jobs and facilities, including the retail or other facilities 

in Menston.

Sub-Area Policy WD1, section F1. Ensure that strategic patterns of development maximise the opportunities 

to use non-car modes of transport and reduce the overall need to travel.

OBSERVATION:  Construction in Burley (or Menston) is not an answer to 

any of the issues which Bradford believes it faces.  The consequence will be 

even more traffic on both local and main roads.

MCA PERSPECTIVE:  The designation of both Burley and Menston as 

TOWNS and Menston as a "Growth Area" is perverse.  Burley and 

Menston have different characters and differences in the way they are 

configured by history.  To merge them by residential construction would 

be to deny or minimise their diversity as communities. To build between 

them will simply generate traffic.

Submitted by Alan D Elsegood, on behalf of Menston Community Association, 16 January 2012


