
Oxenhope Village Council

Statement of community
consultation

Oxenhope Neighbourhood Plan



2

CONTENTS

1.  Introduction
2. Aims of consultation
3. Methodology
4. Timeline of engagement and activity 
5. Summary of main issues raised at engagement 
6. How issues and concerns have been considered and addressed in the draft
7. Evidence of meetings, communications, publicity and consultation
8. Summary of housing survey
9. Summary of travel survey
10. Survey responses to consultation on draft NDP
11. Regulation 14 Consultation responses

ABBREVIATIONS 

CBMDC - City of Bradford Metropolitan District Council
NDP  - Neighbourhood Development Plan
ONP  - Oxenhope Neighbourhood Plan
OVC  - Oxenhope Village Council 



3

INTRODUCTION  

The Oxenhope Neighbourhood Plan (ONP) has been produced by Oxenhope village council 
(OVC), but has been led by a Neighbourhood Plan Project Group comprising of both 
residents and village councillors from across the Plan area. The NDP has been produced 
using the views and opinions expressed by all the stakeholders in the area, such as; local 
residents, local business owners and local landowners. The aim of the NDP is to positively 
plan for the future development of the area to create a sustainable place for people to live, 
work and visit.

The purpose of this document is to demonstrate how the ONP is the result of community 
and stakeholder engagement and consultation, and how its vision, aims, objectives and 
policies are a genuine response to local issues and aspirations. The results of engagement 
and consultation have informed and shaped the Plan, and its policies, ensuring that they 
promote sustainable development and reflect local needs. 

Included in this summary is an overview and description of the numerous engagement and 
consultation exercises that have been undertaken whilst producing the Plan. The appendix 
to the summary contains evidence and records of engagement exercises in full. 

This consultation statement has been prepared to fulfil the legal obligations of the 
Neighbourhood Planning Regulations 2018? Section 15(2) Part 5 of the Regulations sets out 
what a Consultation Statement should contain:

•  details of people and organisations consulted about the proposed neighbourhood   
 plan;
•  details of how they were consulted;
•  a summary of the main issues and concerns raised through the consultation process;
•  descriptions of how these issues and concerns were considered and addressed in the  
 proposed neighbourhood plan

1.0
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AIMS OF ENGAGEMENT AND CONSULTATION

To ensure the local community feel a sense of ownership over the ONP the project group 
scheduled an extensive series of exercises aimed at promoting, informing, engaging and 
consulting with local people. 

Key principles of engagement and consultation: 

1. Front loading 

A great deal of engagement was undertaken early on in the process before any contents 
of the Plan were decided. This was to ensure that the scope and content of the plan has 
been influenced by local people and can be evidenced as being a response the results of 
engagement and consultation. 

2. Reach all members of the community

Another key aim of the engagement and consultation process was to ensure that all cross-
sections of the community have been engaged and invited to participate in the production 
of the ONP. This involves ensuring that residents of all ages and demographics engage in 
the process to guarantee that the ONP is truly representative of the community and their 
aspirations for the future of Oxenhope. 

3. Engage hard to reach groups

In addition to ensuring all members of the community have had the opportunity to be 
involved in the process, effort has been made to include those sections of the community 
that could be described as ‘hard to reach’. This might include young people, young adults 
and those over 65. Young people were actively targeted through the delivery of a special 
talk at Oxenhope Primary School and a youth representative was co-opted on to the project 
group. 

4. Ensure transparency 

The ONP project group have been keen to ensure that the NDP process is open, inclusive 
and transparent. This involves making sure all documents relating to the Plan and its 
engagement and consultation are publicly available. It has also been important to ensure 
that the local community have been kept informed and up-to-date on the status and 
progress of the Plan. All engagement responses, summary documents and draft NDPs have 
been placed on the village council website and updates have been posted to every house in 
the village. Evidence of this is included in the appendix.

2.0



5

METHODOLOGY

Throughout the process of producing the ONP different methods of engagement and 
consultation have been undertaken to achieve different outcomes. This includes: 

• Press releases in local newspapers

• News items on local websites including village council website

• Social media promotion

• Public consultation events

• Public exhibitions at local events and festivals

• Flyers distributed to all households

• Surveys distributed to all households

• Documents placed on the village council website along with feedback form

• Notices and feedback forms placed in key locations throughout the village

The different exercises can broadly fit into three categories; Informing, Engaging, and 
Consulting.

Informing exercises aimed to promote the NDP and raise awareness of the project in the 
community. This exercise was undertaken through the use of:

Press releases in local papers and online news outlets, Social media, web stories, flyers and 
public exhibitions, items on the village council agenda. 

Engagement exercises were aimed at developing a critical understanding of local issues 
and aspirations so that the ONP could focus on the issues raised. This was done through:

Public inception meeting, scoping of issues meeting, housing survey, transport and 
movement survey, and a primary school engagement event

Consultation exercises were undertaken once the Plan had been sufficiently developed 
so that draft ideas could be shown to members of the community to gauge support for 
the content of the plan, to ensure it addressed they key local issues and to see if any 
opportunities were being missed. This has been done through:

3 month informal consultation with community using feedback forms both physical and 
digital, posting flyers to all households in the village inviting them to view the draft online 
and to share feedback, 6 week statutory consultation with the community, CBMDC and 
statutory consultees. All responses received have been collated and included in the 
appendix. 

The majority of the work has been undertaken by the project group. In total there were 
11 meetings which were minuted by the village council. Meetings were held to decide the 
format of the process and also held to discuss a variety of topics. Prior to the topic based 
meetings briefing notes were circulated which outlined what can be covered by the NDP and 
set out examples of how other NDPs have addressed similar issues. 

3.0
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TIMELINE OF ENGAGEMENT & ACTIVITY 

Designation of Plan area
Application submitted to CBMDC on 14 Feb 2013
Consulted on for 8 weeks from 22 July to 16 September 2013
Application approved by CBMDC executive committee on 5 November 2013

Survey to scope interest in producing a NDP
December 2015

Promotional stall at Oxenhope village fete
July 2016

Public inception meeting 
1 October 2016

Article on Keighley news newspaper
20.10.2016

Scoping of initial issues meeting
15 November 2016

Promotion of NDP process in quarterly local publication distributed to all households

Housing survey
May 2017

Transport and movement survey 
Feb 2018 

Exhibition at event

Article in local quarterly newsletter 
Easter 2018

Informal 3 month community consultation
Summer 2018

Article in local quarterly newsletter 
September 2018

Regulation 14 6 week public consultation 
6 weeks from 20 July to 31 August 2019

4.0
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MAIN ISSUES AND CONCERNS RAISED AT ENGAGEMENT

Public Inception meeting  (1.10.2016)

• Reducing traffic issues including congestion and problem parking
• Ensuring new housing development meets local needs and addresses key local issues
• Protecting community facilities and encouraging new community uses
• Protecting and enhancing green spaces and the natural environment

Initial Issues meeting (15.11.2016)

• Supporting existing local businesses and encouraging appropriate new businesses
• Conserving and enhancing heritage and conservation areas
• Retaining landscape character 
• Footpaths, cycleways, and bridleways 
• Oxenhope as a tourist destination 
• Reinforcing local identity and distinctiveness 
• Environmental issues including flooding and drainage

Housing survey  (Late 2017 - Early 2018 - 119 responses)

• Support for new homes to meet the needs of an ageing population 
• Support for new homes to be sustainable and low-carbon 
• Support for medium sized family houses 
• Issues with existing housing stock include difficulties retrofitting properties for 

accessibility or improved environmental performance, and the lack of parking 
infrastructure for older properties

• Main priorities for new housing were that the design responds well to the existing 
character of its area and that key open and green spaces were retained

Full survey results are included as an appendix as is a summary report of the housing 
survey

Travel survey   (Late 2017 - Early 2018 - 133 responses)

• Almost half of respondents have access to 2 cars or vans
• Only 5% of respondents have access to no cars or vans 
• Perhaps as expected in a rural village, car ownership is much higher than the district 

and national average. 
• Around 25% of respondents park their car on the street outside their home, whilst the 

majority of others park their vehicles either on their driveway or in a garage. 
• Main issues relating to transport included problem parking leading to poor visibility and 

lack of space to manoeuvre, particularly on narrow roads or lanes. Another key issue 
was the provision of pavements and footpaths. 

• When asked what key principles new developments should include the top responses 
were: garages that are large enough to park a car, providing driveways, providing visitor 
parking bays, improving the local pedestrian and cycle network, and improving public 
transport. 

Full survey results are included as an appendix as is a summary report of the travel survey.

A full list of all comments received during consultation is included in the appendix. 

5.0
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HOW ISSUES & CONCERNS RAISED HAVE BEEN CONSIDERED & ADDRESSED

This section of the report briefly explains how the key issues and concerns raised 
throughout engagement and consultation have been considered and addressed. 

GENERAL POLICIES

GP1 - HIGH QUALITY DESIGN

199 people were asked what they feel are the most important factors in new housing 
developments are. They ranked 10 criteria, from 0 to 10, 0 being not important and 10 being 
the most important. 

The most popular response was design in keeping with the local character of Oxenhope 
which scored 8.6 /10. 

When asked what concerns people have about new housing, the 4th most popular response 
was design that is not in keeping with the rest of the village, 199 people responded to this, 
scoring 8.1 out of 10. 

Following these responses the report suggests the Neighbourhood Plan seeks to encourage 
high quality design that responds to and reinforces the distinctive local character.

GP2 - HERITAGE

199 people were asked what they feel are the most important factors in new housing 
developments are. They ranked 10 criteria, from 0 to 10, 0 being not important and 10 being 
the most important. 

The most popular response was design in keeping with the local character of Oxenhope 
which scored 8.6 /10. 

When asked what concerns people have about new housing, the 4th most popular response 
was design that is not in keeping with the rest of the village, 199 people responded to this, 
scoring 8.1 out of 10. 

Following this response, and coupled with comments received throughout engagement it 
was felt a policy around heritage would be required to complement the 4 conservation areas 
in Oxenhope. 

GP3 - COMMUNITY FACILITIES

When asked what concerns people have about new developments people stated they were 
concerned about the strain on, or loss of community services, this received 199 responses, 
scoring 7.5 out of 10 on the priority scale. 

Following the initial inception meeting an issues and options meeting was held with 
attendees from the community. This was attended by around 15 residents and local business 
owners. This was primarily an opportunity to speak intimately around key issues for the plan 
to address. The retention of community facilities was one of these issues raised. 

6.0
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GP4 - SUSTAINABLE DRAINAGE

Flood mitigation and SuDS were the 4th most popular response when asked what principles 
should inform new housing development. 199 respondents answered this question and the 
response scored 8 out of 10. 

When asked what concerns people have about new housing flooding was the 6th most 
popular response scoring 7.6 out of 10. 

GP5 - COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE LEVY

Adopted NDPs enable qualifying bodies to capture a greater share of CIL monies (25% 
opposed to 15%). Discussions were held about how the community would like to this money 
spent. It was raised that CBMDC has limited resources and competing priorities and that 
ongoing maintenance of key footpaths and other routes could be funded through some of 
the CIL. This has been supported by members of the steering group and at consultation. The 
importance of footpaths has been mentioned at an engagement event with school children 
who regularly use them to move around the village. This has been supported by comments 
received at regulation 14 consultation. 

GP6 - BROADBAND

The issue of enhanced broadband connection was raised at the initial public meeting held on 
the 1.10.2016 and again at the issues and options meeting on 15.11.2016.

GP7 - RENEWABLE ENERGY 

We are in a climate emergency and the project group felt it was necessary to include a 
policy which signals the intention of the village to help address this by supporting renewable 
energy provisions where appropriate. 

Eco-friendly houses were one of the most popular responses when people were asked what 
type of housing is needed in Oxenhope? 44.5% of the 119 respondents said that eco-friendly 
houses were desirable. 

Energy efficiency and environmental sustainability both scored highly when people were 
asked what principles should inform new housing. They scored 7.6 and 7.3 out of 10 
respectively. 

GP8 - DESIGN & DEVELOPMENT IN THE CONSERVATION AREA

199 people were asked what they feel are the most important factors in new housing 
developments are. They ranked 10 criteria, from 0 to 10, 0 being not important and 10 
being the most important. The most popular response was design in keeping with the local 
character of Oxenhope which scored 8.6 /10. 
When asked what concerns people have about new housing, the 4th most popular response 
was design that is not in keeping with the rest of the village, 199 people responded to this, 
scoring 8.1 out of 10. 

Following this response, and coupled with comments received throughout engagement it 
was felt a policy around heritage would be required to complement the 4 conservation areas 
in Oxenhope. 

6.4

6.5

6.6

6.7

6.8



10

HOW ISSUES & CONCERNS RAISED HAVE BEEN CONSIDERED & 
ADDRESSED

This section of the report briefly explains how the key issues and concerns raised 
throughout engagement and consultation have been considered and addressed. 

HOUSING POLICIES

H1 - BUILDING FOR LIFE & LIFETIME HOMES

Oxenhope has a higher proportion of people aged 45-64 and 65+ than the national and 
district average. People’s housing needs change throughout their life and it is important 
homes are designed to meet their changing needs. A lot of the existing housing stock is 
old and is incapable of being adapted (stairlift, downstairs WC, step-free access) The lack 
of suitable housing for older people was mentioned by 3 people in the housing survey, 
and homes suitable for people with mobility issues was raised by 3 people also. 

H2 - BUILDING PERFORMANCE

We are in a climate emergency and the project group felt it was necessary to include 
a policy which signals the intention of the village to help address this by supporting 
renewable energy provisions where appropriate. 

Eco-friendly houses were one of the most popular responses when people were asked 
what type of housing is needed in Oxenhope? 44.5% of the 119 respondents said that eco-
friendly houses were desirable. 

Energy efficiency and environmental sustainability both scored highly when people were 
asked what principles should inform new housing. They scored 7.6 and 7.3 out of 10 
respectively. 

H3 - HOMEWORKING 

More people are choosing to work from home, especially in rural areas and older people. 
It was felt appropriate to include a policy encouraging work spaces in homes to address 
this. When discussing the local economy several members of the project group work 
from home, and know others that do locally so it was felt this policy is required. This was 
discussed at the issues meeting held on the 15.11.2016 and again at a meeting held to 
discuss both the digital economy and the local economy. 

H4 - GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE

Given the many environmental/wildlife designations nearby it was important to include a 
GI policy. The loss of green space was the 2nd most popular response when asked what 
concerns do you have about new development, scoring 8.4 out of 10. 
Comments received at all stages of engagement highlighted the importance to 
supporting wildlife/biodiversity/environment.  

6.9
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ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT POLICIES

ED1 - RETENTION OF BUILDING FOR ECONOMIC USE

There are limited employment sites within Oxenhope. Many of the former industrial 
and agricultural buildings are now in residential use. Finding from the transport 
survey revealed that the majority of workers commute to nearby towns and cities for 
employment so it is important to retain employment generating sites within the village 
where possible to reduce the need to travel. 

ED2 - RETENTION OF BUILDING FOR RETAIL USE

The co-op store performs a vital role in the community and is the only convenience 
store in the village. It is therefore important to retain this building for its current use, to 
reduce the need for residents to travel outside the village and to continue to serve the 
communities day-to-day needs. 

ED3 - SUSTAINABLE TOURISM

At the initial engagement meeting and at the issues and options event it was expressed 
that Oxenhope should build on opportunities around tourism (Bronte County, KWVR, 
leisure and recreation) but there were concerns around how it might impact the amenity 
of the area including increased issues with parking or inappropriately sited/design 
buildings and infrastructure. 

Parking was repeatedly raised in both the housing survey and the transport survey as 
being a key issues locally. Parking provision, traffic and congestion were the main issue 
when respondents were asked what issues there are with the existing housing stock with 
19 responses. Parking provision was the 2nd most important response when asked what 
principles should inform new development, scoring 8.4 out of 10 in importance from 119 
responses. This policy received supportive comments at regulation 14 consultation. 

ED4 - KEIGHLEY & WORTH VALLEY RAILWAY

One of the biggest tourist attractions in Oxenhope is the heritage railway. This was raised 
at the initial meeting and again at the issues and options meeting. It is felt the KWVR is a 
key assets to the village and should be supported to ensure its operation can continue. 

ED5 - NEW BUSINESS SPACE

This policy arose from both comments made at the initial engagement meeting and 
subsequent steering group meetings, including a thinkpiece written by the Village 
Council Chair on the digital economy. Given the decline of traditional industries including 
potentially agriculture, and the relatively low number of employment sites, it is felt a 
policy signalling the local aspiration to support new and emerging businesses would be 
suitable. This includes digital and creative industries. 

6.13
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HOW ISSUES & CONCERNS RAISED HAVE BEEN CONSIDERED & 
ADDRESSED

This section of the report briefly explains how the key issues and concerns raised 
throughout engagement and consultation have been considered and addressed. 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT POLICIES

ED6 - AGRICULTURAL EXPANSION OR DIVERSIFICATION 

Given concerns about the future of agriculture it was felt a policy supporting expansion 
or diversification would help to support this key economic sector in uncertain times. 
This issue was raised at the issues and options meeting and at several steering group 
meetings. 

GREEN SPACE POLICIES

LGS1 - LOCAL GREEN SPACES

The loss of green space was the 2nd most important response when asked what 
concerns do you have about development in Oxenhope, scoring 8.4 out of 10. Steering 
group members discussed what could be done to ensure key green spaces continue 
to serve the community, and a list was drawn up. These proposed sites were filtered 
through NPPF para 100 criteria. Green spaces were raised as a key issue at all stages of 
engagement and consultation. 

MOVEMENT & TRANSPORT POLICIES

MT1 - RESIDENTIAL PARKING

Parking provision was the second most important issue in new developments, scoring 
8.4 out of 10 from 119 responses. It was also the most popular response when asked 
what issues there are with the existing housing stock, with 19 responses. The biggest 
concern about new development was the potential to increase issues with traffic and 
parking issues, which scored 8.8 out of 10 from 119 responses. 

133 people completed the travel survey and were asked what new developments can do 
to help address traffic and transport issues. The most popular responses were: 
1. Providing suitably sized garages
2. Providing driveways
3. Providing visitor parking bays
4. Improving pedestrian and cycle movement and access throughout the village
5. Improving public transport

The requirements for the size of garages and driveways is informed by lifetime 
homes standards. It is considered appropriate to cover this issue as much of the 
more traditional stock does not include driveways or garages and many of the new 
developments include garages that are not large enough to accommodate vehicles, or 
large enough to allow users to exit the vehicle once parked inside a garage. Comments 
of support were received for this policy at regulation 14 consultation. 

6.18
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MOVEMENT & TRANSPORT POLICIES

MT2 - FOOTPATHS & CYCLE NETWORK

The 4th most popular response when asked what new developments can do to help 
address traffic and transport issues was ‘improving pedestrian and cycle access 
and movement throughout the village’. Oxenhope has a strong network of footpaths, 
bridleways and public rights of way and it was felt that new developments should seek 
to connect with these to support sustainable and active travel throughout the village and 
into the wider locality. 

MT3 - NON-RESIDENTIAL PARKING 

The biggest concern about new development was the potential to increase issues with 
traffic and parking, which scored 8.8 out of 10 from 119 responses. Parking provision 
was the second most important issue in new developments, scoring 8.4 out of 10 from 
119 responses. 

It is therefore considered appropriate to include a policy on this issue to ensure new 
development is appropriately sited and does not increase issues around traffic and 
parking.

6.21
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Neighbourhood Planning

Survey Results

Question

01 A Neighbourhood Plan for Oxenhope sounds like a good idea (Mandatory)

Answers

42
100%

Skips

0
0%

0% 44.5% 89% COUNT PERCENT

 I agree 37 88%

 I'm not sure 4 10%

 I disagree 1 2%

Question

02
If the Parish Council decides to go ahead with Neighbourhood Planning in
Oxenhope I might ... (Mandatory)

Answers

42
100%

Skips

0
0%

0% 24.5% 49% COUNT PERCENT

 Contribute online and via email to consultations 26 48%

 Attend consultation event(s) to put forward my views 13 24%

 Join a Neighbourhood Planning Group and attend meetings

to actively contribute to this work
12 22%

 None of the above 3 6%

Question

03
If you have indicated you would like to be involved in Neighbourhood Planning
please provide your email address.

Answers

27
64%

Skips

15
36%

Oxenhope Neighbourhood Planning Survey
December 2015

A brief survey was conducted to gauge local support to undertake a Neighbourhood Plan. 

88% of respondents agreed a Neighbourhood Plan for Oxenhope was a good idea and 94% of  
respondents stated they would engage in the process either online or in person via workshops and 
events.  

Engagement Evidence Base7.0
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(10.9.2016) 

The Parish Council is holding the first Neighbourhood Plan public meeting on Saturday 1st October.

The meeting will explain more about the neighbourhood planning process and explore how we can 
take this forward here in Oxenhope.

We would like as many interested people as possible to attend this initial meeting. Come along and 
find out what this all about and see if you can contribute.

In developing a Neighbourhood Plan it is essential to engage with a wide Stakeholder Group – peo-
ple who are interested and wish to be kept up to date by email and be invited to occasional  
consultee meetings etc. You can find out more about neighbourhood planning and sign up to join 
the stakeholder group here.

We will also use the meeting to ask for expressions of interest to join the Project Group. We envis-
age a small, representative team of up to 12 people will work with the Council and our consultants 
to develop a draft plan.

Agenda
1 October 2016, 2-4pm
Welcoming words from Cllr Ken Eastwood and Cllr Peter McManus (Chair and Neighbourhood Plan 
lead, Oxenhope Parish Council)
An introduction to Integreat Plus (appointed Neighbourhood Plan consultants)
An introduction to Neighbourhood Plans (What are they, what aren’t they? What can be achieved? 
What can they include?)
The timeline & process of Neighbourhood Plans (Stages, timings, process and structure of working 
group/s)
Invite interested parties to form core project group

OXENHOPE 
NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN

HELP SHAPE THE FUTURE OF OXENHOPE
 

INTRODUCTORY MEETING - OPEN TO ALL

SATURDAY 1ST OCTOBER
2PM-4PM

OXENHOPE 
METHODIST CHURCH

oxenhopeparishcouncil.gov.uk

Engagement Evidence Base7.0
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Press clipping from Keighley News 20.10.2016

Promotional tweet on Oxenhope Online 12.10.2016 

7.0
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(12.10.2016)

The Parish Council were delighted at the public response to the first meeting about the   
Neighbourhood Plan at the Methodist Chapel on 1st October. We had a full house with almost 70 
people attending.

Dave Hickling and Jamie Wilde, from our retained Planning Consultants Integreat Plus, 
gave a comprehensive presentation about Neighbourhood Planning (see below for copies of 
presentations).

We then had about 90 minutes of questions from the floor and some very lively debate. From this it 
is very obvious that many Oxenhope Residents feel strongly about planning issues in Oxenhope.

During the past week following that meeting we have had 12 volunteers to join the Project 
Team which will lead and coordinate the Neighbourhood Planning Process from now through to 
finalisation.

Dave and Jamie, who have extensive experience of the Neighbourhood Planning process, both 
commented after the meeting that they considered that we had had a very good meeting. The 
number attending was higher than at many other places and the debate, whilst typical, did show a 
strength of feeling in the Village that should result in a good Neighbourhood Plan being produced.

We will keep everyone informed as the process progresses and, from time to time, we will be asking 
for opinions from everyone who has expressed interest in the Neighbourhood Plan, by email. We 
have started a stakeholder consultee mailing list which you can sign up to below, if you haven’t 
previously done so.

All updates will also be published online and there will be future opportunities for everyone to 
comment.

Thank you very much indeed for your interest in this project. Those people who have volunteered to 
join the Project Team will shortly receive an email to organise a first meeting.

7.0
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Oxenhope Neighbourhood Plan
Initial Issues Meeting held at Oxenhope Cricket Club 

on Tuesday 15th November 7 pm - 9 pm
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“A DETAILED plan being put together to help local people in Oxenhope influence their village's 
future has now received input from village primary school pupils.
Children from Oxenhope Primary were asked to contribute to the Neighbourhood Development 
Plan.
Updating fellow councillors on the pupils' participation, Oxenhope parish councillor Peter McManus 
said the children from years five and six had enthusiastically put forward their own views for the 
plan at a specially arranged session.
“We asked them to say what they liked about Oxenhope and they responded with, ‘the views’, 
‘nature’, ‘wildlife’, ‘clean air’, ‘farms’ and ‘trees’,” he said. 
“They also said they liked Oxenhope’s friendly people, community spirit and the fact that you can 
rely on people here. “When we asked them what they don’t like about Oxenhope they said, ‘dog poo 
everywhere’, ‘slow wifi’ and ‘people who smoke and swear in the street.’” 
Cllr McManus said that when the pupils were asked what new things they would like in the village, 
they recommended public toilets. He added that a possibly more tongue-in-cheek suggestion was 
that Oxenhope Rose Garden could in future accommodate a statue, either of Portuguese footballer 
Ronaldo or of American president Donald Trump.” 

Press clipping from Keighley News February 2017

Councillor Peter McManus and youth volunteer Mr Ashwaan Joomun-Whitehead conducted an en-
gagement exercise at Oxenhope Primary School. 

7.0
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KEIGHLEY NEWS 22  JUNE 2017
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HOUSING SURVEY SUMMARY REPORT
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HOUSING SURVEY SUMMARY REPORT
IN

TR
O

D
U

CTIO
N

In 2017 a housing survey w
as circulated to all households in 

O
xenhope and shared online. This w

as a crucial part of the 
engagem

ent process, encouraging local people to help inform
 the 

scope and content of the N
eighbourhood P

lan, in particular the 
sections relevant to housing. 

The survey w
as jointly produced by the N

eighbourhood P
lan 

Steering G
roup and consultants Integreat P

lus. 

The aim
s of the survey w

ere to establish local view
s and 

aspirations around housing, including assessing w
hat types of 

new
 housing developm

ent people feel is m
ost in dem

and and 
w

hat principles should inform
 new

 developm
ent. 

119 responses w
ere received w

hich equates to around 10%
 of the 

1,152 households in the village (2011 census). 

This sum
m

ary report aim
s to give an overview

 of the survey 
responses, and to provide an indication of how

 this w
ill help shape 

the N
eighbourhood P

lan and its policies. 

EXECU
TIVE SU

M
M

A
R

Y

The m
ost in dem

and house types are affordable housing for 
local people, sm

aller retirem
ent hom

es, houses built to high 
environm

ental and sustainability standards, and 3-4 bed fam
ily 

houses. 

The biggest issues w
ith the current stock of housing is parking 

and traffic related issues, low
 levels of energy efficiency, a lack 

of m
id-sized houses, lack of affordable houses and strained local 

infrastructure.

The m
ost desirable size of housing developm

ent is individual 
hom

es, infill housing and sm
all schem

es of up to 5 dw
ellings. 

The m
ost im

portant factor in new
 developm

ent is that the design 
is in-keeping w

ith the local vernacular. The second m
ost 

im
portant is suitable parking provision. Third is the location of 

new
 developm

ent and its im
pact on the local area.

Local people feel the least im
portant factors are room

 sizes and 
overall affordability. 

The biggest concerns people had about new
 housing developm

ent 
w

as the im
pact on traffic and parking, loss of green spaces and 

its negative im
pact on the landscape. 

HOUSING SURVEY SUMMARY REPORT8.0
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Q

.1

W
H

AT TYP
E O

F N
EW

 H
O

U
SIN

G
 D

O
ES OXEN

H
O

P
E N

EED
? 

R
espondents w

ere asked to give their perception of housing 
dem

and locally. They w
ere presented w

ith 10 different house 
types and the follow

ing choices: N
eed urgently, D

esirable, A
lready 

have a sufficient am
ount, and N

ot needed. 

N
ot needed received an incredibly high score, being the m

ost 
popular response to 6 out of the 10 house types. These w

ere:

Flats   
 

 
 

 
(68.9%

)
R

esidential care hom
es  

 
 

(57.9%
)

4+ B
ed houses 

 
 

 
(47%

)
H

ouses to rent 
 

 
 

(45.3%
)

B
ungalow

s 
 

 
 

 
(37.8%

) 
1-2 B

ed houses 
 

 
 

(36.1%
)

D
esirable w

as the second m
ost popular response w

ith 4 out of 
the 10 house types. These w

ere: 

Sm
aller retirem

ent houses  
 

(44.5%
)

Eco-friendly houses  
 

 
(44.5%

)
3-4 B

ed houses  
 

 
 

(36.9%
)

A
ffordable housing for local people 

(36.1%
)

These results w
ill help inform

 the N
eighbourhood P

lan by stating  
a preference for sm

aller retirem
ent hom

es, houses built to high 
sustainability and building perform

ance, 3-4 bed houses and 
affordable housing for local people. 

It w
ill also lead to a deeper investigation into and evidence 

gathering around the current levels of housing stock by type and 
tenure in O

xenhope. 

The full results are displayed below
. 

This question received 119 responses. 
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Q

.2

W
H

AT W
O

U
LD

 YO
U

R
 N

EXT H
O

U
SE M

O
VE IN

 OXEN
H

O
P

E B
E? 

R
espondents w

ere asked to state w
hat type of house they w

ould 
be likely to m

ove to, if they w
ere to m

ove and stay in O
xenhope 

in the near future. They w
ere presented w

ith the sam
e 10 house 

types and the options of Strongly agree, A
gree, D

isagree, 
Strongly disagree. The purpose of this is to try and establish w

hat 
types of housing m

ay be needed locally w
ithin the life of the P

lan. 

The m
ost com

m
on response to every single house type w

as 
strongly disagree. This could suggest that the categories of 
house type provided w

ere not adequate and that people w
ould 

m
ove to another type of house not listed. It could also be that 

people have m
isinterpreted the question or are attem

pting to 
dem

onstrate that there is no housing dem
and locally for any types 

of housing. 

The report w
ill now

 look tow
ards the categories of housing w

hich 
had reasonably popular responses for strongly agree and agree.

The m
ost popular house type w

ith Strongly agree w
as:

3-4 B
ed houses w

ith 
 

18.5%

This corresponds w
ith w

hat w
as stated in Q

.1 w
ith desirable being 

the m
ost popular response for 3-4 bed houses. 

The m
ost popular responses w

ith A
gree w

ere: 

Eco-friendly housing  
 

22.7%
1-2 B

ed houses 
 

 
18.5%

B
ungalow

 
 

 
 

17.6%
3-4 B

ed house 
 

 
16.8%

Eco-friendly housing and sm
aller retirem

ent hom
es also received 

positive responses in Q
.1 w

ith both scoring high for desirable. 
A

s O
xenhope has a population that on average is older than 

the district and national levels it is expected that there w
ill be 

dem
and for house types that support the needs of an ageing 

population. 
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Q

.2

W
H

AT W
O

U
LD

 YO
U

R
 N

EXT H
O

U
SE M

O
VE IN

 OXEN
H

O
P

E B
E? 

W
hilst strongly disagree and disagree received an overw

helm
ing 

response rate for all house types it does not aid the process of 
determ

ining w
hat house types are needed locally. 

The N
eighbourhood P

lan needs align w
ith both the strategic aim

s 
and objectives of the governm

ent’s N
P

P
F and C

B
M

D
C

’s Local 
P

lan. B
ecause of this, the P

lan m
ust accept the m

inim
um

 level 
of housing grow

th that is determ
ined by the C

B
M

D
C

. The policies 
w

ithin the P
lan provide the opportunity to clearly state w

hat type 
of housing should be encouraged and w

hat local people feel there 
is dem

and for. This w
ould ensure that new

 developm
ent responds 

to the needs of local people. The P
lan cannot state there is no 

dem
and for housing. If no policies w

ere included about w
hat types 

of houses are needed, new
 housing developm

ents m
ay not align 

w
ith the genuine needs of the com

m
unity. This could cause issues 

further dow
n the line if local housing needs are not addressed 

sufficiently. 

The sum
m

ary report w
ill look at w

hat house types received the 
highest response for agree and strongly agree to help inform

 
w

hat house types the N
eighbourhood P

lan should seek to 
encourage. 

These are 3-4 bed houses, Eco-friendly houses, 1-2 bed houses 
and B

ungalow
s. 

Q
.3

A
R

E TH
ER

E A
N

Y ISSU
ES W

ITH
 TH

E EXISTIN
G

 H
O

U
SIN

G
 STO

CK
? 

This question seeks to establish if there are any issues w
ith the 

current stock of housing. If issues are raised, the P
lan m

ay be 
able to include policies w

hich seek to address these issues or 
provide guidance on how

 they m
ay be overcom

e. 

119 responses w
ere received for this question, som

e people 
chose sim

ply a ‘no’ w
hilst others listed several issues w

ith the 
existing housing stock. 

C
om

m
ents that w

ere either ‘N
o’, ‘N

/A’ or a com
m

ent unrelated to 
the question w

ere grouped together.  This response received the 
highest tally of 66 w

ith the m
ajority believing there are no issues 

w
ith the current stock of housing. 

The biggest issue w
ith the current stock of housing is parking 

provision, traffic and congestion. This received 19 responses.

The second biggest issue w
ith 12 responses is the lack of housing 

available that is either affordable or accessible to people on low
 

incom
es.

The third biggest issue is the lack of m
edium

 sized houses w
ith 

3-4 bedroom
s. This received 8 responses. 

O
ther issues include lack of housing for older people or people 

w
ith m

obility issues, poor levels of energy efficiency, and new
 

hom
es that are not in-keeping w

ith local vernacular. These  
received 3, 3 and 5 responses respectively. 

These issues w
ill be noted and w

ill feature in the policies and 
guidance w

ithin the P
lan. 
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Q

.4

D
O

 YO
U

 K
N

O
W

 O
F A

N
Y SITES TH

AT W
O

U
LD

 B
E SU

ITA
B

LE FO
R

 
N

EW
 H

O
U

SIN
G

? 

This question aim
s to utilise local know

ledge to understand if 
there are any areas w

hich could accom
m

odate new
 housing. 

119 people responded to this question. The m
ost com

m
on  

response w
as ‘N

o’ or ‘N
/A’ w

ith 86 responses.

The other m
ost popular responses w

ere:

Shaw
 Lane (5) 

B
row

nfield developm
ent first (4) 

Land off M
oorhouse Lane (4) 

Land off M
arsh Lane (4) 

There are several land allocations for new
 housing w

hich are 
proxim

ate to som
e of the responses given for this question. 

A
s the num

ber of responses for each site are relatively low
, the 

sum
m

ary report w
ill seek to gain the com

m
unity’s preference 

for w
hich out of the allocated sites should be nom

inated to 
be developed as priority. This w

ill be included in the inform
al 

consultation that w
ill happen prior to the regulation 14 

consultation. 

Q
.5

A
R

E TH
ER

E A
N

Y SITES TH
AT SH

O
U

LD
 B

E P
R

OTECTED
 FR

O
M

 
N

EW
 H

O
U

SIN
G

?

This question seeks to establish if there are any sites w
hich the 

com
m

unity highly value and w
ould like to see protected from

 new
 

housing developm
ent, if possible. 

119 people responded to this question. The joint m
ost popular 

response w
as ‘N

o’ / ‘N
/A’ w

ith 32 and ‘any site w
ithin the G

reen 
B

elt’ also w
ith 32. 

O
ther popular responses w

ere:

G
reen spaces, parks and com

m
unity/village greens (19) 

A
ny site that currently acts as a buffer betw

een settlem
ents that 

w
ould cause them

 to coalesce (14)

A
ny site in Leem

ing that w
ould cause visual harm

 (14) 

Follow
ing these com

m
ents, w

here necessary, the N
eighbourhood 

P
lan w

ill seek to protect the areas highlighted above. In m
any 

cases they w
ill already have som

e form
 of designation preventing 

their developm
ent, how

ever the P
lan can look at w

ays of adding 
detail to existing national and Local P

lan policies. 
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Q.6

WHAT SIZE OF HOUSING DEVELOPMENT DO YOU THINK IS MOST 
APPROPRIATE FOR OXENHOPE?

Respondents were asked to give their views on the size of 
developments that they think is most appropriate for Oxenhope. 

As shown below most people think that individual homes and 
infill development is the most appropriate, followed by sites of 
between 1-5 homes. Schemes with 6-10, 10-20 and 20+ houses 
are considered inappropriate by most of the respondents. 

The summary report notes that there is a preference to infilling, 
where appropriate, and small sites over medium and large sites.

It would be difficult however to meet the housing target of around 
100 houses with just infill housing and small sites of 1-5 houses. 
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Q

.7-16

W
H

AT D
O

 YO
U

 CO
N

SID
ER

 TO
 B

E TH
E M

O
ST IM

P
O

R
TA

N
T 

FA
CTO

R
S IN

 N
EW

 H
O

U
SIN

G
 D

EVELO
PM

EN
T? 

R
espondents w

ere asked to rate certain criteria betw
een 0 and 10.

 0 being not at all im
portant and 10 being very im

portant. The aim
 

of this w
as to establish w

hat people feel are the m
ost im

portant 
characteristics in new

 housing developm
ents. The scores for each 

w
ere added up and divided by 199, the num

ber of respondents, to 
create the average. The results are as follow

s:

M
ost im

portant
8.6   

D
esign in keeping w

ith / reflects / respects O
xenhope

8.4   
P

arking provision
8.3  

Location of the new
 developm

ent
8.2   

D
esign in general

8   
Flood m

itigation

Im
portant

7.6   
Energy efficiency

7.3   
Environm

ental sustainability
7.2   

G
arden and green space

Less im
portant

6.5   
A

ffordability
6.1   

R
oom

 sizes

The results have been grouped into three categories depending 
on their score. The m

ost im
portant being design, parking 

provision, location of new
 developm

ent and flood m
itigation. 

A
lso im

portant, but slightly less so are, energy efficiency, 
environm

ental sustainability and garden and green space. 

Follow
ing these responses the report suggests the 

N
eighbourhood P

lan seeks to encourage high quality design that 
responds to and reinforces the distinctive local character. 

It w
ill also provide policies w

hich seek to create better parking 
provision and to address issues of congestion and traffic in the 
village. 

The P
lan w

ill include policies and guidance around flood 
m

itigation, green and blue infrastructure. 

A
 higher level of energy efficiency and environm

ental 
sustainability w

ill be sought, either through policy and / or 
guidance and reasonable provision of green space and gardens 
w

ill be sought. 

D
espite affordable housing and housing w

hich is accessible to 
people on low

 incom
es being popular in previous questions it is 

considered less im
portant in this question. 

Room
 sizes are considered to be the least im

portant factor in new
 

developm
ent. A

 recent study by R
IB

A
 noted that Yorkshire has the 

sm
allest average houses sizes in England. England also has one 

of the sm
allest average house sizes in Europe.

8.0
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Q

.17-24

W
H

AT CO
N

CER
N

S YO
U

 A
B

O
U

T N
EW

 H
O

U
SIN

G
 D

EVELO
PM

EN
T? 

A
gain, respondents w

ere asked to m
ark out of 10 how

 concerned 
they w

ere about certain aspects of new
 housing developm

ent. 
0 being not concerned at all and 10 being very concerned. 

A
gain the results w

ere grouped according to their score. They are 
as follow

s:

M
ost concerning

8.8    
C

ongestion / parking issues
8.4  

Loss of green space
8.4   

N
egative im

pact on landscape

Concerning
8.1   

D
esign not in keeping w

ith village
7.8  

R
ight type of housing needed

7.6   
Flooding

7.5  
Im

pact / strain on local services / am
enities

Least concerning
6.6   

A
ffordability

In-line w
ith m

any responses throughout this survey, the biggest 
concern about new

 housing is its im
pact on parking and 

congestion. Follow
ed by the loss of green spaces and its negative 

im
pact on the landscape. 

D
esign that is not in keeping w

ith the village is considered 
concerning, as is the type of housing to be built, the im

pact 
on flooding and the additional strain on local services and 
infrastructure. 

The results of this question w
ill help to shape the content of the 

P
lan as outlined below

. 

Parking and congestion w
ill be included in the P

lan as w
ill the 

loss of green spaces. 

P
olicies and guidance w

ill be developed w
hich seek to reduce 

the negative im
pact new

 housing developm
ent w

ill have on the 
landscape. 

D
esign and flooding, as previously m

entioned w
ill be included in 

the P
lan. 

The right type of housing need w
ill be included. This report w

ill 
provide suggestions and encourage the developm

ent of certain 
types of houses to m

eet local needs. A
dditional data m

ay need to 
be sourced to justify the house types or sim

ply the P
lan m

ay try to 
encourage a m

ix of house types, including certain types such as 
m

edium
 sized fam

ily houses and sm
aller retirem

ent hom
es. 

The P
lan w

ill seek to protect and w
here possible enhance the 

level of local services and am
enities. 
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Q

.26

D
O

 YO
U

 H
AVE A

N
Y A

D
D

ITIO
N

A
L CO

M
M

EN
TS? 

This question aim
s to give respondents an opportunity to m

ake 
any other points that have not been covered in the survey. 

‘N
o’ / ‘N

/A’ and com
m

ents that did not relate to the survey or 
w

ere inappropriate w
ere grouped together. This totalled 67. 

The other m
ost popular responses w

ere: 

W
e do not need m

ore housing  
(11)

Traffic and parking issues 
 

(7) 

Lack of school places 
 

(5)

Village is losing its character 
(4)

A
ffordable housing is needed 

(4) 

W
ith the exception of ‘w

e do not need m
ore houses’ the other 

m
ost popular responses to this question w

ill be fed into the 
em

erging N
eighbourhood P

lan. M
ost of them

 have been stated 
throughout this survey in other sections. 

SU
M

M
A

R
Y

The results of this survey w
ill now

 help inform
 the em

erging 
N

eighbourhood P
lan. 

D
espite clear opposition for new

 housing from
 m

any respondents 
there are still useful pieces of inform

ation tat can be extracted 
from

 this survey. 

The m
ost in dem

and house types are affordable housing for 
local people, sm

aller retirem
ent hom

es, houses built to high 
environm

ental and sustainability standards, and 3-4 bed fam
ily 

houses. 

The biggest issues w
ith the current stock of housing is parking 

and traffic related issues, low
 levels of energy efficiency, a lack 

of m
id-sized houses, lack of affordable houses and strained local 

infrastructure.

The m
ost desirable size of housing developm

ent is individual 
hom

es, infill housing and sm
all schem

es of up to 5 dw
ellings. 

The m
ost im

portant factor in new
 developm

ent is that the design 
is in-keeping w

ith the local vernacular. The second m
ost 

im
portant is suitable parking provision. Third is the location of 

new
 developm

ent and its im
pact on the local area.

Local people feel the least im
portant factors are room

 sizes and 
overall affordability. 

The biggest concerns people had about new
 housing developm

ent 
w

as the im
pact on traffic and parking, loss of green spaces and 

its negative im
pact on the landscape. 
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IN

TR
O

D
U

CTIO
N

In 2017 a travel survey w
as produced by the steering group and 

consultants Integreat P
lus. It w

as circulated around the village and 
respondents w

ere encouraged to participate. The results of the survey 
w

ill help paint a better portrait of O
xenhope and the issues it faces 

relating to travel, m
ovem

ent, traffic, parking and congestion. 

It is hoped the survey results w
ill help inform

 the N
eighbourhood 

P
lan, its policies and guidance. 

133 people responded to the travel survey. 

This report aim
s to give a sum

m
ary of the responses and explain how

 
these w

ill feed into the P
lan itself. 

EXECU
TIVE SU

M
M

A
R

Y

This report finds that traffic issues, parking and congestion are 
com

m
on problem

s throughout the village. R
esidents are concerned 

that additional developm
ent w

ill exasperate the problem
. 

The m
ost com

m
on num

ber of cars ow
ned in O

xenhope is 2 per 
household. A

lthough the sam
ple size is m

uch sm
aller than the 2011 

census, the data indicates that in the last 7 years the percentage of 
people w

ith 2 cars has risen from
 35.8%

 to 47%
.

This m
eans that alm

ost half of households in the village have access 
to 2 vehicles. 

 
 

M
eanw

hile the percentage of households w
ith access to 0 cars has 

dropped from
 11.2%

 in the 2011 census to 5%
 according to the survey. 

The m
ost com

m
on location for car storage is on a drivew

ay w
ith 38%

 
of responses. Joint second is on-street parking and garages both w

ith 
24%

. This m
eans that alm

ost a quarter of all surveyed households 
park their cars on-street. 

Cars or m
otorbikes are the m

ost popular m
ode of transport by the 

people surveyed w
ith 78%

 using them
 m

ore than other m
odes of 

transport. O
f those surveyed, 87 people use their cars to com

m
ute to 

w
ork, w

hilst only 12 people use bus or rail to com
m

ute to w
ork and 

only 6 w
alk or cycle to w

ork. M
ost people surveyed w

ork w
ithin 10 

m
iles of Oxenhope (57%

) w
hilst only 4%

 w
ork m

ore than 20 m
iles 

from
 O

xenhope. 

The m
ain traffic-based issues facing respondents to the survey are 

cars parked on-streets causing poor visibility and obstructions, a 
lack of suitable pavem

ents for pedestrians and speeding vehicles.

R
espondents to the survey feel that new

 developm
ent should have 

adequate parking provision, including garages, drivew
ays and visitor 

parking. Traffic calm
ing m

easures and im
proved pedestrian and 

cycles infrastructure is also highly requested. M
any respondents 

w
ould like to see better public transport including bus and rail 

serving the village. 
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Q

.1

H
O

W
 M

A
N

Y VEH
ICLES A

R
E TH

ER
E IN

 YO
U

R
 

H
O

U
SEH

O
LD

? 

The survey w
ould like to gauge how

 m
any vehicles there are in each 

household. This w
ill be useful to know

 as w
e can see how

 it com
pares 

to C
B

M
D

C
 guidance for parking spaces per dw

elling. 

C
ensus data from

 2011 show
s that O

xenhope has a few
er people 

w
ithout access to a car (11.2%

) than district (30.5%
) and national 

averages (25.8%
). P

eople w
ith access to one car is sim

ilar to both 
district and national levels, how

ever beyond this, O
xenhope has 

higher levels of people w
ith access to 2 (35.8%

), 3 (8.3%
) and 4  

vehicles (3.1%
) w

hen com
pared to B

radford (21.3%
, 4%

, 1.2%
) and 

England (24.7%
, 5.5%

, 1.9%
) (2011 census). 

G
iven the rural nature of O

xenhope and its relative level of prosperity 
it is expected that car ow

nership exceeds national and district 
averages. 

B
elow

 are the results from
 the survey w

hich received 133 responses. 

N
o. of vehicles 

 
N
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A
s show

n above, 2 cars per household is the m
ost popular response, 

follow
ed by 1 car, then 3 cars. 

W
hilst the num

ber of people w
ho com

pleted the survey is m
uch low

er 
than the num

ber that com
pleted the 2011 census, this survey gives us 

a m
ore recent snapshot of car ow

nership locally. 

From
 this w

e have established that, in our sam
ple size, the num

ber of 
households w

ith 2 cars has increased from
 35.8%

 to 47%
 in the last 7 

years. 

N
um

ber of cars per household
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Q

.2

W
H

ER
E A

R
E TH

ESE VEH
ICLES U

SU
A

LLY PA
R

K
ED

?

The survey w
ould like to try and establish w

here respondents 
usually park their cars. This w

ill give an indication to the proportion 
of households w

ho use their garage or drivew
ay to park their 

vehicle, the num
ber w

ho park on-street and those that use other 
arrangem

ents. 

O
xenhope has a high num

ber of cars parked on-street throughout 
the village w

hich can cause traffic issues and contribute to an unsafe 
environm

ent for pedestrians and vehicle users. A
s m

uch of the village 
w

as designed before m
otor vehicles w

ere com
m

onplace the local 
infrastructure, including roads and residential parking facilities is 
often not suitable for the needs today’s resident population. 

133 people responded to this question, the results are below
. 

0 10 20 30 40 50 60

Drivew
ay

Garage
O

n-street
O

ther off-street

A
s show

n in the table the m
ost popular location for car parking is the 

drivew
ay w

ith 38%
, follow

ed by garage and on-street w
hich w

ere tied 
w

ith 24%
. O

ther off-street parking arrangem
ents is the least popular 

response w
ith 14%

 of the responses. 

A
lthough this is a snapshot of the issue, it dem

onstrates that alm
ost a 

quarter of respondents park their vehicles on-street. 
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Q

.3

W
H

AT M
O

D
E O

F TR
A

N
SP

O
R

T D
O

 YO
U

 U
SE TH

E 
M

O
ST? 

This question seeks to understand the m
ost com

m
on m

ode of 
transport used by residents in the village. 

133 people responded to this question, the results are below
. 

A
s show

n above C
ar / M

otorbike is the m
ost popular m

ode of 
transport used by residents w

ith 76%
 using it m

ost often. B
us / R

ail 
travel received 13%

 of responses w
hilst W

alking / C
ycling received 

11%
. 0 20 40 60 80

100

120

Car / M
otorbike

Bus / Train
W

alk / Cycle
N

/A

Q
.4

IF YO
U

 CO
M

M
U

TE TO
 W

O
R

K
, W

H
AT M

O
D

E O
F 

TR
A

N
SP

O
R

T D
O

 YO
U

 U
SE? 

This question aim
s to establish w

hat m
ode of transport people use 

the m
ost w

hen com
m

uting to w
ork. 

133 people responded to this question, although given the 
dem

ographic of O
xenhope not all of the respondents w

ork, therefore 
it is expected som

e responses w
ill not be applicable. 

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90

100

Car / M
otorbike

Bus / Train
W

alk / Cycle
N

/A

The table above show
s that 87 people use their car or m

otorbike to 
com

m
ute to w

ork. The second m
ost popular response w

as N
/A

 w
hich 

indicates they either do not w
ork, or that they do not com

m
ute to 

w
ork. 12 people use bus or rail to com

m
ute to w

ork and only 6 w
alk 

or cycle to w
ork. 
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Q

.5

W
H

AT A
R

E TH
E M

A
IN

 R
O

U
TES YO

U
 TA

K
E IN

 A
N

D
 

O
U

T O
F TH

E VILLA
G

E? 

This questions seeks to understand w
hat roads residents use m

ost 
frequently w

hen travelling in and out of the village. This is useful to 
know

 as it w
ill highlight w

hat routes residents take w
hen travelling to 

certain locations and m
ay indicate w

hat the m
ost popular routes are. 

H
ebden B

ridge R
oad

K
eighley R

oad 
D

enholm
e R

oad - Long C
ausew

ay
Shaw

 Lane 
Station R

oad
M

oorhouse Lane
M

arsh Lane 

The m
ap below

 highlights the key routes in and out of the village. 

Q
.6

A
R

E TH
ER

E A
N

Y R
O

A
D

S O
R

 R
O

U
TES TH

AT 
CA

U
SE CO

N
CER

N
 (TR

A
FFIC, PA

R
K

IN
G

 ISSU
ES, 

A
CCID

EN
TS, VISIB

ILITY)? 

R
espondents w

ere asked to articulate any issues there w
ere w

ith 
certain roads such as accident black spots, areas w

ith poor visibility, 
roads prone to speeding m

otorists and parking issues. 

The m
ost popular responses w

ere:

1. 
D

enholm
e R

oad / Long C
ause w

ay 
 

(60)
 

(Speeding, parked cars, no pavem
ents, dangerous for H

G
Vs)

2. 
Station R

oad  
 

 
 

 
(40)

 
(P

arked cars, speeding)

3. 
B

est Lane 
 

 
 

 
 

(19)
 

(P
arked cars, difficult for the bus) 

4.  
Shaw

 Lane / W
est Shaw

 
 

 
 

(15)
 

(Speeding, parked cars, no pavem
ents, poor visibility) 

5.  
C

ross Lane / H
edben B

ridge R
oad  

 
(11)

 
(P

arked cars outside school, poor visibility) 

9.0



46

TRAVEL SURVEY SUMMARY REPORT

Q
.7

A
R

E TH
ER

E A
N

Y R
O

U
TES U

SED
 B

Y H
G

VS TH
AT 

CA
U

SE ISSU
ES? 

This questions seeks to understand the im
pact of H

G
Vs on the village 

and establish w
here particular issues m

ay take place. 

R
espondents felt that the follow

ing roads w
ere com

m
only used by 

H
G

Vs and that their usage w
as unsuitable and causes issues. 133 

people responded to this question. 29 of those either w
rote N

/A
 or N

o. 

The m
ost popular responses are below

:

1.  
D

enholm
e R

oad / Long C
ausew

ay  
 

(46)
 2.  

Station R
oad   

 
 

 
 

(14)

3.  
H

ebden B
ridge R

oad  
 

 
 

(10)

Q
.8

W
H

AT CA
N

 N
EW

 H
O

U
SIN

G
 D

EVELO
PM

EN
TS D

O
 TO

 
P

R
O

VID
E A

D
EQ

U
ATE PA

R
K

IN
G

 P
R

O
VISIO

N
? 

This questions aim
s to gather local view

s on how
 new

 housing 
developm

ents can help address traffic related issues. 

133 people respondent to this question.

The m
ost popular responses w

ere:

1.  
P

roviding suitably sized garages   

2.  
P

roviding drivew
ays

3.  
P

roviding visitor parking bays

4.  
Im

proving pedestrian and cycle m
ovem

ent and access  
 

 
throughout the village

5. 
 Im

proving public transport 
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Q

.9

D
O

 YO
U

 H
AVE A

N
Y OTH

ER
 CO

M
M

EN
TS? 

This question seeks to give people an opportunity for people to raise 
and other issues that the survey has not addressed. 

The m
ost com

m
on response to this question w

as:

N
eed to prom

ote better public transport  
(26)

G
reater focus on pedestrian m

ovem
ent 

 
(11)

Introduce traffic calm
ing m

easures 
 

(6)

Introduce a one-w
ay system

  
 

 
(5)

R
educe congestion at school pick-up tim

es 
(4)

Q
.10

IF YO
U

 W
O

R
K

, H
O

W
 FA

R
 D

O
 YO

U
 U

SU
A

LLY 
CO

M
M

U
TE TO

 W
O

R
K

? 

This question aim
s to understand how

 far people travel to w
ork from

 
O

xenhope. 

The results are as follow
s: 

The m
ajority of respondents travel up to 10 m

iles for w
ork (57%

) and 
only 4%

 w
ork further than 20 m

iles from
 O

xenhope. 

This suggests O
xenhope has a reasonably localised w

orkforce. 

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70

W
ork in

O
xenhope

U
p to 10 m

iles
U

p to 20 m
iles

M
ore than 20

m
iles

O
ther
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SUMMARY

This survey has helped identify and establish certain issues relating 
to travel and transport in the village of Oxenhope. 

The responses to the survey will help inform the scope and content of 
the Plan and its policies. 

The Neighbourhood Plan will include several policies that aim to 
ensure that new development, both residential and non-residential, 
provides adequate parking arrangements that should not lead to an 
increase in on-street parking throughout the village, and will not 
add to the problems that this can cause for other road users and 
pedestrians. This includes policies around the inclusion of driveways, 
garages and other off-street parking facilities and design guidance 
around best practice. 

Policies will be included that aim to encourage new developments 
to incorporate improvements to the pedestrian environment and add 
or enhance cycle routes throughout the village and into the wider 
environment. This will be addressed through policy but there may be 
scope to include principles of best practice in the design guidance.

Whilst the Plan cannot contain policies around public transport it is 
clear there is local demand for increased services to help reduce the 
need for car usage. The Plan can however contain aspirations which 
can communicate local preferences over non-land-use issues such as 
this. 

Again the Plan is limited in what it can do to influence existing 
highways but it can draw attention to local issues and concerns and 
contain aspirations around these issues. 
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In addition to posting physical feedback forms through every house in the village, an online survey 
was set up to gauge local responses to the draft Plan. There were 8 responses to the online survey 
which are shown below. 

87.50% 7

12.50% 1

0.00% 0

Q1 Do you agree with the vision for Oxenhope set out above?

Answered: 8 Skipped: 0

TOTAL 8

Yes

No

Unsure

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES

Yes

No

Unsure

1 / 8

Oxenhope Neighbourhood Plan - Initial Feedback SurveyMonkey

100.00% 7

0.00% 0

0.00% 0

Q2 Do you agree with the aims and objectives set out above?

Answered: 7 Skipped: 1

TOTAL 7

Yes

No

Unsure

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES

Yes

No

Unsure

2 / 8

Oxenhope Neighbourhood Plan - Initial Feedback SurveyMonkey
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85.71% 6

14.29% 1

0.00% 0

Q3 Do you agree with the General Policies? 

Answered: 7 Skipped: 1

TOTAL 7

Yes

No

Unsure

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES

Yes

No

Unsure

3 / 8

Oxenhope Neighbourhood Plan - Initial Feedback SurveyMonkey

66.67% 4

16.67% 1

16.67% 1

Q4 Do you agree with the Housing Policies? 

Answered: 6 Skipped: 2

TOTAL 6

Yes

No

Unsure

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES

Yes

No

Unsure

4 / 8

Oxenhope Neighbourhood Plan - Initial Feedback SurveyMonkey
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85.71% 6

14.29% 1

0.00% 0

Q6 Do you agree with the Local Green Space Policy?

Answered: 7 Skipped: 1

TOTAL 7

Yes

No

Unsure

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES

Yes

No

Unsure

6 / 8

Oxenhope Neighbourhood Plan - Initial Feedback SurveyMonkey

66.67% 4

16.67% 1

16.67% 1

Q5 Do you agree with the Local Economic Development Policies? 

Answered: 6 Skipped: 2

TOTAL 6

Yes

No

Unsure

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES

Yes

No

Unsure

5 / 8

Oxenhope Neighbourhood Plan - Initial Feedback SurveyMonkey
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71.43% 5

14.29% 1

14.29% 1

Q7 Do you agree with the Movement and Transport Policies? 

Answered: 7 Skipped: 1

TOTAL 7

Yes

No

Unsure

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES

Yes

No

Unsure

7 / 8

Oxenhope Neighbourhood Plan - Initial Feedback SurveyMonkey

ENGAGEMENT SURVEY ON DRAFT ONP10.0
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Name Section 
of ONP

Comment Response / Action

Phillip 
Balmforth,
Tour Guide
Keighley 
and Worth 
Valley Railway 
Preservation 
Society Ltd.

Tourism Many thanks for dropping off the printed 
copy of the Neighbourhood Plan, and you got 
to see/meet VAB!

We have both read through it as Oxenhope 
Parish (not Village) residents, living in the 
Leeming Conservation Area.
There is little, or nothing I can say on behalf 
of the KWVR, other than we sell over 100,000 
full line tickets each year - as to how many 
come to Oxenhope or even leave the station 
is open to question, I would say very few with 
the exception of those who may wish to enjoy 
the ‘Railway Children Walk’ to Haworth, or, 
even fewer, who may make their way to the 
Bay Horse or The Lamb. We bring in literally 
thousands of visitors to our annual beer/
music festival at Oxenhope each year in 
October.
I should point out a ‘full line’ ticket is 
the same price Keighley to Haworth or 
Oxenhope, so many passengers alight at 
Haworth and may just ride to Oxenhope on 
their return journey and stay on the train to 
go back to Keighley.

However we wish to raise some observations 
regarding the report re ‘typo’s’ as residents 
of the Parish....

Additional info about 
KWVR added

Phillip 
Balmforth,
Tour Guide
Keighley 
and Worth 
Valley Railway 
Preservation 
Society Ltd.

Para 
1.3.6 & 
1.4.14

Para 1.3.6, 1.4.14 (the heading and the text),  
GP2,  refers to Lowertown, yet elsewhere 
(1.4.5, 1.4.12, and 1.4.15, GS1, Green Space 
Policy, it becomes Lower Town)

Amended to Lower 
Town throughout ONP

Phillip 
Balmforth,
Tour Guide
Keighley 
and Worth 
Valley Railway 
Preservation 
Society Ltd.

Para 
1.3.18

Para 1.3.18, 4 churches?  we can only name 
3, 2 Methodist, West Drive and Marsh, and 
the Parish Church of St Mary the Virgin. 
Where is the 4th?? If you are referring to 
‘Mercy Mission’ at Uppertown, they come 
to worship at St Mary’s (we are ‘regular’ 
attenders there, ‘regular’ meaning once a  
month - they come to the services).

Amended to 3 
churches. The 
incorrect 4th church 
is in Haworth but 
includes part of 
Oxenhope in its 
Parish. 
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Name Section 
of ONP

Comment Response / Action

Phillip 
Balmforth,
Tour Guide
Keighley 
and Worth 
Valley Railway 
Preservation 
Society Ltd.

1.4.2 & 
1.4.5

At 1.4.2., 1.4.5 we have Upper Town, At 
1.5.9. on the map we see ‘Upper Town’ yet 
it is Uppertown throughout the rest of the 
document

Amended to Upper 
Town throughout ONP

Phillip 
Balmforth,
Tour Guide
Keighley 
and Worth 
Valley Railway 
Preservation 
Society Ltd.

1.5.5 Para 1.5.5. refers to birds. We often go 
walking on the moor (towards Halifax/
Hebden Bridge Road), it may be of no 
significance but, we have seen the 
occasional curlew but the rest are a 
mystery to us. We regularly see Pheasant 
and Partridge at our house and, of course, 
Grouse are reared on the moor for 
sporting activity, many hundreds of them, 
we disturbed, literally, hundreds, if not 
thousands, of them walking towards the ‘top 
conduit’ last week.

Species and habitats 
information were 
provided by West 
Yorkshire Ecology. 

Phillip 
Balmforth,
Tour Guide
Keighley 
and Worth 
Valley Railway 
Preservation 
Society Ltd.

1.5.11 Para 1.5.11, (also GP3) should Leeming 
Water be Leeming Reservoir? (Leeshaw 
is). It becomes Leeming Reservoir in Local 
Green Space Policy. It is also a reservoir at 
1.4.6

Amended

Phillip 
Balmforth,
Tour Guide
Keighley 
and Worth 
Valley Railway 
Preservation 
Society Ltd.

3.4.1 Para 3.4.1 Travel Survey Responses,  Long 
Cause Way,  shouldn’t this read ‘Long 
Causeway’ (as at 1.4.12)

Amended

As above GP1 General Policies, GP1, the photo of Leeming 
Reservoir appears, to me, to be out of focus, 
bit not that important.

Compressed image 
in draft may have 
affected picture 
resolution 
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Name Section 
of ONP

Comment Response / Action

Phillip 
Balmforth,
Tour Guide
Keighley 
and Worth 
Valley Railway 
Preservation 
Society Ltd.

GP4 GP4 - should ‘The Lamb’ and 
‘Dog and Gun’ be included as 
‘protected’? (it could be that 
they may should be desig-
nated as such, first)

All the facilities listed do provide 
specific community activities. The Bay 
Horse has been registered, for some 
time now, by the Parish Council as an 
Asset of Community Value.

Phillip 
Balmforth,
Tour Guide
Keighley 
and Worth 
Valley Railway 
Preservation 
Society Ltd.

H3 Housing Policies, H3 shows 
a map.  Sun Hill Clough 
shows and incorrect spelling 
of Oxenhope. (its possibly 
a copy of the map that has 
been reproduced where it is 
incorrect)

That is correct. The base map provided 
by West Yorkshire Ecology contains the 
wrong spelling of Oxenhope although 
we cannot amend this. 

Phillip 
Balmforth,
Tour Guide
Keighley 
and Worth 
Valley Railway 
Preservation 
Society Ltd.

4.3 4.3.  mentions tourism 
Bronte should have an 
affliction over the ‘e’  (which I 
do not seem to be able to find 
on my lap top!)

Affliction added

Phillip 
Balmforth,
Tour Guide
Keighley 
and Worth 
Valley Railway 
Preservation 
Society Ltd.

4.3 Whilst ‘we’ mention tourism, 
we have had the ‘Tour de 
Yorkshire’ pass through the 
area, now appears to be a 
regular feature, which brings 
in lots of people from outside 
the area.

Additional info around cycling added

David Ashcroft
Resident

4.2 With the reduction in housing 
allocation now announced 
should the Plan take a 
more determined stand 
against inappropriate and 
disproportionate building in 
the village - and strengthen 
its commitment to keep 
keep areas of undeveloped 
land between the separate 
settlements that make up 
Oxenhope??  Section 4.2. 25 
is a lot less than 100 as an 
allocation!

The draft was produced prior to the 
housing allocation being revised down 
but has now been amended to reflect 
this change. The plan now includes a 
policy about design and development 
in the conservation areas which 
encourages retention of key open 
spaces and requires development 
to be appropriately design for their 
context. 
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Name Section 
of ONP

Comment Response / Action

David Ashcroft
Resident

Design 
guide

I know that the NDP is meeting a different 
set of criteria and requirements, but it feels 
a missed opportunity not to acknowledge the 
previous foundations of the Village Design 
Statement and the Parish Plan.  The former 
is only referred to in passing in 3.2, and the 
Plan does not feature at all. Although section 
5 updates and replaces much that was set 
out in the VDS it would be good to recognise 
that Oxenhope has had a proud tradition 
of articulating standards and seeking 
to enforce them for over 20 years.  Both 
documents were produced following wide 
consultation and community engagement, 
and therefore also provide a context and 
history for the work done to develop the 
NDP.

Design guidance will 
be updated to include 
more content from 
the Village Design 
Statement

David Ashcroft
Resident

Design 
guide

It is a pity that we could not source more 
of the illustrations and photos for Section 
5 from at least the Worth Valley if not 
Oxenhope itself.

There are quite a few 
from Oxenhope in 
there but there are 
also other images are 
from elsewhere. We 
will assess what other 
images we could use 
in the design guide 
from Oxenhope. 

David Ashcroft
Resident

Design 
guide

Should the design guidance  also refer to 
the Conservation Area appraisals as key 
documents which set out detailed context for 
the village and its built environment?

Yes, greater reference 
to the CAA has 
been added on 
the first page of 
the design guide 
and on p.56 of the 
design guide which 
relates specifically to 
development in the 
conservation area. 

David Ashcroft
Resident

GP2 GP 2 Hillcrest is one word not two and the 
capitalisation (and spelling) in the list of 
heritage assets is a bit wayward and differs 
from the photo captions.

Amended

11.0



57

ENGAGEMENT COMMENTS ON DRAFT ONP

Name Section of 
ONP

Comment Response / Action

David Ashcroft
Resident

Design 
guide

The section on designing for dementia is 
great - but should we not also be clear that 
better standards are needed to provide 
appropriate accommodation options for 
people with other disabilities and mobility 
issues? 

Lifetime homes 
and building 
for life policies 
achieve this

David Ashcroft
Resident

Transport & 
movement

All good content, but it feels that there is 
an imbalance in the coverage on traffic and 
movement.  Traffic calming does not come 
through as a key challenge for the village - 
with unsuitable routes used as transit routes 
across the village footprint - and an A road 
through the centre.  Nothing that we have 
included is not valuable - but the balance 
seems to minimise this aspect which i 
suspect is more of a day to day problem for 
most residents. 

More can be added 
around these 
issues, which 
we agree is a 
problem for many 
in the village. 
Unfortunately the 
NDP is limited in 
that it can address 
in this topic. 

Ann Rees
Resident

4.2 The housing section should make reference 
to ‘Bradford Core Strategy Partial Review’ 
page 75 which states-     The Local Service 
Centre of Oxenhope will see the creation of 
25 new homes from sites within the existing 
settlement boundaries, with no local green 
belt changes.

Yes this has been 
included. The 
announcement 
was made after 
the draft went to 
print. 

Phil Hudman
Resident

GP4 Strongly agree, i would like to see bowling 
green specifically mentioned as part of list/
map

Bowling green 
is included in 
the community 
facilities list

Phil Hudman
Resident

P.48 Some errors with G & H Amended

Phil Hudman
Resident

GP5 Gp5 good use of potential monies towards 
footpath improvements and maintenance  

Noted

Phil Hudman
Resident

4.3 Agree with parking proposals in EDsb and 
ED5a

Noted

Phil Hudman
Resident

4.3 4.3 Local green space - agree horseshoe 
dam is important - cil could be used to clear 
Japanese knotweed near station rd - mallard 
view

Noted

Phil Hudman
Resident

MT4.4 Garage dimensions are an improvement Noted
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Name Section of 
ONP

Comment Response / Action

Phil Hudman
Resident

5.0 AGREE FRONTAGES SHOULD NOT BE 
DOMINATED BY CARS, NEED BETTER 
PROVISION FOR PARKING

Noted

Phil Hudman
Resident

3.0 PRINCIPLES ARE VERY PROMISING, 
PARTICULARLY GREEN ROOFS AND POCKET 
PARKS

Noted

Phil Hudman
Resident

General A WELL THOUGHT OUT AND DETAILED 
PLAN WITH MUCH GUIDANCE AND ADVICE 
IN SECTION 5 SENSIBLE CONSERVATION 
WITH AN EYE ON THE FUTURE NEEDS FOR 
BUSINESS, AGRICULTURE, K.W.V.R

Noted

I & A Jowett
Resident

4,2 Housing section should reference CBMDC 
partial review of no green belt changes and 
revised housing figure of 25

Yes, the draft plan 
went to print days 
before this was 
announced. 

Not provided
Resident

4.5 It is impractical to consider cycling paths. 
The roads are too narrow and double yel-
low lines should be painted on Station Road. 
Lowertown should be made One Way similar 
to the B3 bus route. HGV,S should be banned 
completely up Denholme Road, it is not good 
enough to simply have a Sign saying Not 
suitable for heavy vehicles. Too many hedges 
overhang onto pavements thus making it 
impossible to use footpaths, West Lane 
in particular. A Bye law is required to fine 
householders who do not prune bushes to 
within the property boundary.

Cycle paths may 
not be strictly on-
streets and could 
possibly off-road 
to ensure greater 
safety to users. 
The NDP cannot 
propose double 
yellow lines, alter 
road layouts or 
ban HGVs. The 
NDP also cannot 
create a byelaw 
regarding bushes. 

Not provided
Resident

General CCTV should be considered in strategic 
points in the village to improve security and 
help reduce crime and anti social beehaviour

Noted

Not provided
Resident

General Not much coverage given to Near Oxenhope 
on the northern side of Moorhouse Beck. 
This area contains many historic buildings 
highly valuable to Oxenhope’s heritage as 
well being largely a viable agricultural area

Noted
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Name Section of 
ONP

Comment Response / Action

Not provided
Resident

General Overall I think that the first draft is very good 
& presents a positive vision of the future for 
Oxenhope. My main concerns are with regard 
to traffic in the area. HGVs & speeding cars 
are on the increase in Station Road, where I 
live. I hope that the local Co-operative shop 
& Pharmacy remain. They are vital & well-
used assets in the village.

Noted. The NDP is 
limited in terms of 
what it can do to 
address speeding 
and HGVs. 

CBMDC 
Planning Policy 
Team 

General Ensuring that the policies are in general 
conformity / consistent with the strategic 
planning policy context – NPPF; Planning 
Policy Guidance, Bradford Local Plan (Core 
Strategy DPD; Core Strategy Partial Review; 
Saved Replacement Unitary Development 
Plan policies). It is noted that the plan makes 
links to Core Strategy policies, however 
the Plan would benefit from a full policy 
assessment as highlighted above.     

This work is being 
produced

CBMDC 
Planning Policy 
Team

General There needs to be a clear link between 
policy and evidence base used to support 
the plan.  This is useful to readers, including 
the examiner, as it tells the story of how the 
plan has emerged.  Also, where policies go 
beyond national/local policy standards.  If it 
is not considered appropriate to include this 
information into the plan, it would be helpful 
to produce an accompanying document 
setting this out that will form part of the 
evidence base / supporting information 
which can be referred too.  This could be 
updated at the NDP progresses through to 
submission.

Supporting 
document showing 
link between 
evidence and 
policies has been 
produced. 

CBMDC 
Planning Policy 
Team

General It is noted that the Design Guide now forms 
an appendix to the NDP.  Reference should 
be made to this within the contents page and 
any other supporting appendices. In terms of 
presentation, the Design Guide should have 
a separate cover.    

Noted and 
amended. 
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Name Section of 
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Comment Response / Action

CBMDC 
Planning Policy 
Team

Para 1.1.2 Please refer to Bradford Council within your 
Plan as ‘District Council’ and ‘CBMDC’, not 
‘Borough or CBMBC’.

Noted and 
amended

CBMDC 
Planning Policy 
Team

Section 3.5 1. Referencing – it is noted that some 
of the references or linkages to the Housing 
policies within the Plan do not reflect the 
changes made since in the informal draft 
and the subsequent deletion of a housing 
policy, e.g.
2. Objective 6 – remove reference to GP8    
and H2
3. Objective 9 – Check Policies H2, H3 
and there is no H6
4. Objective 12 – There is no Policy H6

Amended

CBMDC 
Planning Policy 
Team

Section 4 Policies (General comment)
1. Page number referencing is incorrect      

Amended

CBMDC 
Planning Policy 
Team

Policy GP2
Heritage 
assets

Policy GP2: Impact on Heritage
1. The undesignated heritage assets 
that have been identified within the plan 
should ideally be supported by information 
to how these have been chosen and their 
historical significance.
2. The un-designated heritage assets 
should be mapped and this should sit 
alongside the policy for easy of reference 
to assist both applicants and the Council 
in the future determination of applications 
affecting such assets.
3. The supporting text makes reference 
to assessment criteria and reasons for 
selecting these assets, however this has not 
been made available and therefore I cannot 
comment on this. It is recommended that 
this is forwarded on to allow comments to be 
made. 

Owners / 
occupiers of 
assets have 
been contacted. 
Letter included in 
appendix. 
Assets were 
selected during 
discussions on 
heritage using 
CAAs to help 
identify key 
unlisted buildings. 
Assessments are 
now included in 
the appendix to 
the NDP. 
Once suitable 
maps have been 
sourced mapping 
of the assets will 
be undertaken. 
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Name Section of 
ONP

Comment Response / Action

CBMDC 
Planning Policy 
Team

Para 1.1.2 Please refer to Bradford Council within your 
Plan as ‘District Council’ and ‘CBMDC’, not 
‘Borough or CBMBC’.

Noted and 
amended

CBMDC 
Planning Policy 
Team

Section 3.5 1. Referencing – it is noted that some 
of the references or linkages to the Housing 
policies within the Plan do not reflect the 
changes made since in the informal draft 
and the subsequent deletion of a housing 
policy, e.g.
2. Objective 6 – remove reference to GP8    
and H2
3. Objective 9 – Check Policies H2, H3 
and there is no H6
4. Objective 12 – There is no Policy H6

Amended

CBMDC 
Planning Policy 
Team

Section 4 Policies (General comment)
1. Page number referencing is incorrect      

Amended

CBMDC 
Planning Policy 
Team

Policy GP2
Heritage 
assets

Policy GP2: Impact on Heritage
1. The undesignated heritage assets 
that have been identified within the plan 
should ideally be supported by information 
to how these have been chosen and their 
historical significance.
2. The un-designated heritage assets 
should be mapped and this should sit 
alongside the policy for easy of reference 
to assist both applicants and the Council 
in the future determination of applications 
affecting such assets.
3. The supporting text makes reference 
to assessment criteria and reasons for 
selecting these assets, however this has not 
been made available and therefore I cannot 
comment on this. It is recommended that 
this is forwarded on to allow comments to be 
made. 

Owners / 
occupiers of 
assets have 
been contacted. 
Letter included in 
appendix. 
Assets were 
selected during 
discussions on 
heritage using 
CAAs to help 
identify key 
unlisted buildings. 
Assessments are 
now included in 
the appendix to 
the NDP. 
Once suitable 
maps have been 
sourced mapping 
of the assets will 
be undertaken. 
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Comment Response / Action

CBMDC 
Planning Policy 
Team

Section 4
Policy GP3

Policy GP3: Sustainable Urban Drainage 
1. It is noted that this policy has been 
significant reworded.  The previous draft 
included references to the Design Guide, you 
may wish to re-state this? 

Reference to 
design guide 
added to what is 
now GP4

CBMDC 
Planning Policy 
Team

Section 4
Policy GP4

Policy GP4: Protecting Existing Community 
Facilities 
1. The referencing on the map is 
sufficient, and does not need the additional 
arrows which do not appear to be accurately 
drawn.
2. Site C – Oxenhope Recreation Ground 
- this refers to 3 separate sites, are these 
all the Recreation Ground as they appear 
to be separate parcels of land.  This is very 
unclear and should be addressed. 
3. Site D – Oxenhope Community 
Centre – does this refer to the building or its 
curtilage as well.  Further clarity is needed.
4. Site F – Oxenhope Cricket Ground – 
there appears to be a referencing error on 
the map as it refers to two separate sites. 
The second of these would appear to be Site 
H: St Mary’s Church.
5. Site G is not mapped correctly.  It is 
currently shown as Site H. 

1. Arrows removed
2. Recreation 
ground for the 
purposes of 
the plan now 
includes Oxenhope 
Recreation 
Ground, Playing 
Field, Playground, 
Bowling Green, 
Tennis Court and 
changing   
rooms. Made 
clearer in the text. 
3. Mapping 
amended to just 
the building not 
the curtilage.
4. Referencing 
amended
5. Mapping 
and annotation 
amended. 

CBMDC 
Planning Policy 
Team

Section 4
Policy H1

Policy H1 – House Type, Tenure, Size
1. Have you undertaken a Housing 
Needs Assessment to provide the evidence 
for this policy?

Policy deleted as 
PC felt no longer 
needed due to 
revised housing 
allocation now 25 
instead of 100

CBMDC 
Planning Policy 
Team

Policy H3 Policy H3 – Green Infrastructure 
1. The map is noted and welcomed, 
however its current presentation makes it 
somewhat unclear.  Can this be improved? 
2. Typo – full stop needed – 6th line 
‘residents Proposals’

1. Map rotated 
90 degrees and 
slightly enlarged
2. Typo amended
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Name Section of 
ONP

Comment Response / Action

CBMDC 
Planning Policy 
Team

Policy ED2 Policy ED2 – Retention of building for retail 
use 
1. Reference could be made to Policy 
EC5 of the Core Strategy. 

Reference added

CBMDC 
Planning Policy 
Team

Policy ED3 Policy ED3 – Sustainable tourism
1. In the supporting text there is 
reference to ‘preserving’ and enhancing the 
local natural and built environment – should 
this wording be to ‘conserve’ to reflect the 
wording of the objectives and policies?

Wording amended

CBMDC 
Planning Policy 
Team

Policy GS1 Policy GS1 – Local Green Space Designations
1. The policy wording should provide 
a clear a link to the map i.e. “.designated 
local green spaces, as shown on the Policies 
Map.”, and the map would benefit from being 
alongside the policy.  
2. The map should be made clearer by 
using an OS basemap with street names on 
it to help the reader identify the locations of 
the sites. 
3. The policy is missing supporting 
text which explains the justification and 
reasoning for this policy.  
4. There is a concern that this policy, 
through the site descriptions, is being used 
to prevent development of sites as opposed 
to the aspiration to conserve these for the 
benefit of the local community. The wording 
should lean towards the latter,    
5. Site C –The inclusion of a criteria 
relating to land acting as a physical barrier 
between existing settlement areas is not a 
valid reason for LGS designation.  

6. Whilst the inclusion of the Table 
setting out the reasons for the proposed LGS 
designations is welcome. It is suggested 
that there should be clearer linkages to the 
criteria set out in the NPPF (paragraph 100). 
As mentioned in previous comments, other 
areas have prepared a separate document or 
appendix to set this out.
7. Have you sought to consult with 
relevant landowners of these identified 
sites?

1 & 2 OS map 
added next to 
policy

3. Supporting text 
and justification 
added

4. Wording 
amended

5. Amended 
justification for 
that site

6. LGS designation 
criteria added in 
appendix as set 
out in para 100 of 
NPPF

7. Landowners 
have been 
contacted.
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Name Section of 
ONP

Comment Response / Action

CBMDC 
Planning Policy 
Team

Design 
guidance

The Design Guidance would ideally benefit 
from being more locally distinctive to 
Oxenhope.  The Oxenhope Village Design 
Statement (1999), although not a statutory 
document, was highly regarded by 
Development Management and considered 
to be very useful for getting improvements 
to proposals.  It would be useful to see some 
of the principles / guidance carried through 
to this design guide to make it more locally 
distinctive to Oxenhope.   

Contents from the 
VDS have been 
incorporated into 
the design guide 
to make it more 
locally distinctive

CBMDC 
Planning Policy 
Team

Design 
guidance

There is reference to the NDP supporting 
infill housing, however this policy has now 
been removed. 

Wording amended

CBMDC 
Planning Policy 
Team

Design 
guidance

It should be noted that “Safer Places: The 
Planning System & Crime Prevention” was 
withdrawn as Government guidance in May 
2014 and replaced by the on-line Planning 
Practice Guidance on Design.

Amended

CBMDC 
Planning Policy 
Team

Design 
Guidance

In the Green Spaces section of the design 
guidance many of the key principles could in 
fact be policy points and could form part of 
the NDP itself.

Policy H3 now 
references this 
section in design 
guide

CBMDC
Conservation 
Team

Design 
guidance

Development in Conservation Areas - There 
is a reference to Bradford City Council.  The 
Council should be referred to fully as the City 
of Bradford Metropolitan District Council OR 
Bradford Council. 

Amended

CBMDC 
Planning Policy 
Team

General It is advised that a statement on monitoring 
and/or reviewing the plan in included at the 
end of the document.

Added
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