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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Bradleys Both Parish Council formed a Neighbourhood Planning Group on 11th June 2013 

and this comprised Parish Councillors and local community volunteers.  The group have 

sought the views of the local community and other stakeholders during the preparation of 

the Neighbourhood Development Plan (NDP).  This has included at the early scoping and 

outline plan stage together with statutory consultation as part of the Pre-submission draft in 

2016 and more recent engagement in order to review the key issues and also to refine the 

NDP in preparation for formal submission to Craven District Council as the Local Planning 

Authority. 

 

1.2 This Consultation Statement has been prepared to fulfil the requirements of Section 15.2 of 

the Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012 which state that a consultation 

statement is a document which: 

(a) Contains details of the persons and bodies who were consulted about the proposed 

neighbourhood development plan; 

(b) Explains how they were consulted; 

(c) Summarises the main issues and concerns raised by the persons consulted; and 

(d) Describes how these issues and concerns have been considered and, where relevant, 

addressed in the proposed neighbourhood development plan. 

 

2. AIMS OF THE CONSULTATION PROCESS 

2.1 The aims of the neighbourhood plan consultation process were; 

 

- To ensure that the whole of Bradley’s Both community is involved in the production of 

the NDP; 

- To ensure that all residents and businesses understand the purpose of the NDP and 

why it will be to the advantage of the community in the future; 

- To obtain from the community their views about what should be included in the NDP 

and where new development can be accommodated to help meet the future needs of 

the village; 

- To inform and consult the community at crucial stages of the NDPs development; 

- To inform and involve the Local Planning Authority from Craven District Council to 

ensure that the plan is in general conformity with the Local Plan; 

- To make statutory bodies aware of the emerging NDP and seek their views prior to 

formal submission of the plan; 

- To keep the community informed on the preparation of the plan using a variety of 

means including Parish Council website, local newspaper, press notices and 

questionnaires to residents and businesses; 

- To inform the community and statutory bodies about any changes made as a result of 

the consultation responses. 

 

3. BACKGROUND 

 

3.1 The principle of producing a NDP received significant support during an initial meeting with 

residents in April 2013.  At the time the Craven District Council Local Plan was being 
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prepared and was considering future sites for housing development within the village.  The 

NDP was therefore considered as a useful tool to complement the emerging Local Plan and 

provide additional and more locally specific policies that would respond to the key issues as 

expressed by the community.  Initial work on the neighbourhood plan focussed on defining 

the vision and objectives of the plan and these have been used to shape and define policies 

within the plan. 

 

4. NEIGHBOURHOOD DEVELOPMENT PLAN VISION AND OBJECTIVES 

 

4.1 The vision of the Neighbourhood Plan sets the overarching aspiration and was informed by 

the initial consultation activities undertaken during 2013.  More recent community events 

have tested this vision to ensure that it remains fit for purpose and responds to the needs 

and aspirations of the community. 

“The people of Bradleys Both are proud of their community, character and beautiful 

surrounding countryside.  Our vision is to provide existing and new residents with the 

opportunity to live and work in a rural community which can grow proportionately 

whilst still retaining, enhancing and respecting the vitality and character of the parish.  

We want to protect our heritage, including the surrounding countryside, our open 

spaces and recreational facilities, without significantly increasing traffic in the village”. 

 

4.2 To achieve the vision the following high level objectives have been defined and these inform 

the policies within the neighbourhood plan.  

- To maintain, and where possible, enhance the character and vitality of the village; 

- To minimise the impact of new development on the surrounding countryside, landscape and 

ecosystems; 

- To provide homes of predominantly 2-3 bedrooms; 

- To respect and preserve Bradley’s open spaces, historic features and buildings, local heritage 

sites and recreational facilities as far as is practicable; 

- To prioritise road safety considerations by; 

o Addressing the impact of existing road traffic congestion and on-street parking; 

o Improving pedestrian and cyclist safety on Skipton Road between the village centre 

and Snaygill roundabout. 

- To encourage small business growth and maintain farming, tourism and rural businesses; 

- To prioritise identified infrastructure improvements. 

 

5. THE CONSULTATION PROCESS 

 

5.1 This section outlines the chronology of activities undertaken during the preparation of the 

NDP.  Details of the nature of activities, responses received and assessment of how they 

have informed the production of the plan are included in Appendix 1-5 of this Consultation 

Statement. 

2013 - Neighbourhood Plan Scoping Stages 

5.2 At their meeting of 5th January 2013 Bradleys Both Parish Council resolved to proceed with 

developing a NDP.  
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5.3 In March 2013 every home and business within the Parish received an invitation to attend a 

meeting to discuss the potential for producing a NDP. 

 

5.4 On the 10th April 2013 a public meeting was held at Bradley Village Hall where a presentation 

was given to those attending to explain the rationale for a NDP.  The presentation was given 

by a member of the Planning Aid Service as part of the Government’s support for 

Neighbourhood Planning Groups and the meeting was also attended by Parish, District and 

County Councillors and representatives from Craven District Council’s Planning Policy team.  

The meeting was well attended and allowed villagers the opportunity to both discuss and 

understand the principle of producing a NDP but also to provide comments and identify 

important local issues.  These comments were captured on paper table cloths and were 

organised into themes and were duly considered by the neighbourhood planning group.  

 

5.5 In July 2013 a public drop in session was arranged by Craven District Council to consider the 

list of possible future housing sites that would be included within the Craven District Council 

Local Plan.  This also allowed attendees to hear about the proposed NDP. 

 

2014 - Outline Draft Neighbourhood Plan 

 

5.6 In November 2014 an initial Outline Draft Plan was produced and this sought to devise 

policies to respond to the issues and aspirations identified by residents and businesses 

during the scoping stages. 

 

5.7 A questionnaire was produced and circulated to all premises within the parish and a press 

notice was also placed in the Craven Herald and a copy of the plan was made available on 

the Parish Council’s website.  Posters were also displayed around the village to inform the 

community about the draft plan and invite comments. 

 

5.8 A total of 592 questionnaires were distributed and 184 were returned.  A full assessment of 

the responses was carried out by the neighbourhood planning group and this is set out 

within Appendix 3 of this statement.  The responses were duly taken into account and 

informed the next version of the draft plan. 

 

2016 - Pre- submission Consultation Draft Neighbourhood Plan 

 

5.9 In March 2016 a Pre-submission Consultation Draft NDP was produced.  All premises within 

the parish were again notified and invited to provide comments.  As required by the 

Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012 a six week period was allowed for 

responses to the draft plan (26th March 2016 – 7th May 2016).  Craven District Council as the 

Local Planning Authority and the relevant Statutory Bodies (Natural England, English 

Heritage and the Environment Agency) were also consulted on the draft plan together with 

local businesses, Bradleys Both Community Primary School and local sports clubs.  During 

this time the draft plan was available to view on the Parish Council website and hard copies 

were available to view at the Village Hall between 14:00-17:00 on Wednesday 4th May 2016 

and Saturday 7th May 2016.  At these sessions members of the neighbourhood planning 

group were on hand to answer any questions and a total of 106 attended the sessions.  Hard 

copies of the draft plan were also available to view at the Methodist Church, St. Mary’s 
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Church, the Slaters Arms public house and Bradley Village Store.  Comments to the draft 

plan could be submitted online, deposited at the Village Store and Village Hall.  

Representation forms were provided to assist residents to comment on any aspect of the 

draft plan.  

 Page 74 of this consultation statement shows the letter sent to all residents in 2016 and 

further correspondence was sent at various stages of the consultation process. 

Appendix 6 on Page 139 gives a list of statutory bodies and parishes consulted. 

 

5.10 During June 2016 to February 2017 all comments and responses received to the draft plan 

were uploaded onto a spreadsheet and analysed by the neighbourhood planning group. A 

range of amendments were made to the plan in response to these comments and these 

are provided in Appendix 3 of this Consultation Statement. 

 

2019-2022 - Pre-Submission Draft (Amended Versions) 

5.11 The Parish Council also held a village open day in February 2020.  This was held at the 
village hall and the local community were invited to find out about the work of the various 
community groups active within the village. The neighbourhood planning group had a 
stand at the event and used this as an opportunity to discuss the draft NDP and test the 
vision and objectives of the draft plan to ensure that they are still fit for purpose given the 
passage of time since the initial consultation activities.   

 

5.12 During 2019-2021 the neighbourhood planning group have maintained regular dialogue 
with the planning policy team from Craven District Council who have kindly provided useful 
feedback and comments that has helped to inform the detailed policy wording of the 
submission version of the neighbourhood plan.  A schedule of the comments from CDC and 
the neighbourhood planning groups responses to these during the evolution of the plan is 
set out in detail in Appendix 5 of this Consultation Statement. 

 

Conclusion 

5.13 A considerable amount of consultation has been undertaken during the preparation of the 
NDP and this has directly informed the vision, objectives and substance of the policies.  The 
most significant consultation activities took place between 2013-2016 but more recent 
community consultation in 2020 has confirmed that the issues and objectives remain 
unchanged.   
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APPENDIX 1 – 2013 NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN SCOPING STAGE CONSULTATION 

 

 

 Figure 1: Poster advertising 

the initial neighbourhood 

plan meeting held on 10th 

April 2013. 
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Photo 1: Village Hall set up 

showing paper table cloths 

which were used to capture 

issues for the neighbourhood 

plan. 

Photo 2: Presentation by 

RTPI’s Planning Aid 

Representative 

Photo 3: Attendance by the 

local community at the 

Village Hall public meeting. 

Images from the initial public meeting held on 10th April 2013 at the Village Hall. 
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Photo 4: Attendance from by 

the local community at the 

Village Hall public meeting. 

Photo 5: Attendance from by 

the local community at the 

Village Hall public meeting. 

Photo 6: Comments from the 

community captured on one 

of the thematic table cloths. 
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APPENDIX 2 – 2014 NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN OUTLINE DRAFT CONSULTATION 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2: Letter sent to all 

residents and businesses in 

the Parish seeking comments 

and views on the Outline 

Draft Neighbourhood Plan.   
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Figure 3: Consultation 

questionnaire sent to all 

residents and businesses 

seeking comments and views 

on the Outline Draft 

Neighbourhood Plan.   
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Photo 7: Banner outside 

Methodist Church during the 

consultation of the Outline 

Draft Neighbourhood Plan.   
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Figure 4: Outline Draft 

Neighbourhood Plan 

that was subject to 

consultation in 2014.   
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Figure 5: Outline Draft 

Neighbourhood Plan 

responses to 

consultation and 

analysis by 

Neighbourhood 

Planning Group.   
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APPENDIX 3: 2016 NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN PRE SUBMISSION DRAFT CONSULTATION 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5: Letter sent to 

all residents and 

businesses during 

statutory consultation 

on the Pre submission 

Draft  Neighbourhood 

Plan.   
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Figure 6: 

Representation form 

produced to capture 

comments to the Pre 

submission Draft  

Neighbourhood Plan.   
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Figure 7: Press notice in 

Craven Herald from 

March 2016 providing 

notification of the Pre 

submission version 

Neighbourhood Plan.   

Photo 8: Craven Herald 

poster outside Bradley 

Village Stores during 

the Pre submission 

version Neighbourhood 

Plan consultation.   
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Figure 9: Spreadsheet 

detailing the responses 

received to the Pre 

submission draft 

Neighbourhood Plan 

and the actions for the 

next version of the 

plan.   
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APPENDIX 4 – 2020 NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN REVIEW OF ISSUES CONSULTATION 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 10: Flyer 

announcing village ‘dop 

in’ event.   

Picture 9: Village 

Hall ‘drop in’ event 

and Parish Council 

table   

Figure 11: Slide 

used at the 

village ‘drop in’ 

event.   
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APPENDIX 5 – 2015-2021 NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN PRE SUBMISSION DRAFT (AMENDMENTS) 

CONSULTATION AND LIAISON WITH LPA 
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Bradley’s Both Neighbourhood Plan 

Summary Log of Liaison with CDC 

Craven District Council as the Local Planning Authority (LPA) has provided comments and suggestions during the preparation of the Neighbourhood 

Development Plan.   The table below provides a log of the engagement between the LPA and the Neighbourhood Planning Group and summarises the 

method of consultation undertaken with the LPA, the main issues and concerns raised and how these were considered in the preparation of the NDP.  

 

Stage of 

Preparation 

Date Method of 

Consultation 

Summary of issues and concerns raised NDP response 

E
v
id

e
n
c
e
 G

a
th

e
ri

n
g

 

September 

2015 

Email exchanges 

with LPA Policy 

Officers 

LPA advised that the evidence base relating to 

housing requirements for the district and distribution 

throughout town and villages in Craven was being 

revised.  Advised that the NDP should await the 

outcome of this work.  Also suggested changes to the 

Housing Development Assessment work being 

undertaken for the NDP and specifically to separate 

the proposed on site and off site infrastructure 

requirements and that strategic issues could be 

secured as part of any future CIL.  Also suggested a 

map showing extent of conservation area relative to 

preferred development sites. 

LPA were advised that work on the NDP was 

ongoing and was not fixed and comments 

would be taken into account.   

P
re

 S
u
b

m
is

s
io

n
 

D
ra

ft
  

May 2016 Statutory 

Consultation Stage.  

CDC formally 

consulted in writing 

and representation 

forms included 

See table A below See table A below 
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P
re

 s
u
b

m
is

s
io

n
 D

ra
ft

 A
m

e
n

d
m

e
n

ts
 

March 2017  Email exchanges 

with LPA officers 

 

 

 

Advised that the housing requirement within the draft 

NDP needed to be updated to align with the latest 

revisions to the then emerging LP particularly in terms 

of housing type and mix, affordable housing 

requirements and inclusion of evidence from the 2016 

SHMA.  Also questioned how the NDP objectives 

relating to new development not exacerbating traffic 

problems could be addressed through new 

development.  Recommended amendments to the 

text within the NDP in terms of site selection 

procedure, conformity with the emerging Local Plan 

and suggestions to improve specific site policies, 

design policies and flood risk. 

Comments were considered as part of the 

drafting of policies. 

April 2017 Email exchanges 

with LPA officers 

 

Detailed comments provided on further draft of the 

Housing chapter of the NDP including query about 

how some of the figures referenced have been 

calculated and recommendation that proposed design 

parameters should be included in the policy text rather 

than as a separate paragraph and that more 

reference should be made to the 2016 SHMA.  Also 

recommended inclusion of an indicative density of 32 

dph is included in the Housing, Type and Mix policy to 

align with work undertaken as part of the Local Plan. 

Comments were considered as part of the 

drafting of policies. 

June 2017 Email exchange with 

LPA officers 

Comments made on further draft of the Housing 

Chapter and response to queries from the NDP group 

on reference to „minimum‟ housing requirements, the 

density requirements and parking standards. 

Comments were considered as part of the 

drafting of policies. 
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January 

2018 

Meeting with LPA 

officers 

Detailed comments provided on further revisions to 

the pre submission draft NDP.  Included 

recommendations to improve specific policy and 

evidence text, references to the then emerging Local 

Plan and concerns expressed about the methodology 

used to assess proposed Local Green Space sites. 

Comments were considered as part of the 

drafting of policies. 
P

re
 S

u
b

m
is

s
io

n
 D

ra
ft

 A
m

e
n
d
m

e
n
ts

 

June 2018 Meeting with LPA 

officers 

Raised concerns about the extent of LGS 

designations proposed in the NDP as it included all 

SHLAA sites and the LPA were concerned that this 

would prevent future residential sites from coming 

forward and fail to achieve sustainable development.  

Also queried if responses from Landowners had been 

received.  LPA officers considered there to be 

implications for the SEA/HRA process and that it 

would fail to comply with national planning policy and 

strategic policies of the emerging Local Plan.  Also 

requested that earlier comments from the LPA are 

included in the consultation statement and that the 

housing chapter needs to be updated to align with the 

November 2017 SHMA. 

Comments were considered as part of the 

drafting of policies. 

March 2019 Email exchange with 

LPA officers 

LPA outlined the need for a response to earlier 

recommendations so that the HRA and SEA 

screening assessments can be completed.  This 

included confirmation about the number of homes to 

be provided on the proposed allocation site and clarity 

about the affordable housing requirements in order to 

align with the emerging Local Plan which was at the 

main modification consultation stage. 

Comments were considered as part of the 

drafting of policies. 
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P
re

 S
u
b

m
is

s
io

n
 D

ra
ft

 A
m

e
n
d
m

e
n
ts

 

October 

2019 

Comments on further 

amendments to the 

pre submission draft 

of the NDP 

See separate table B below  

August 

2020 

Meeting with LPA 

officers 

Discussion of comments and issues raised by the 

LPA to the October 2019 version of the pre 

submission draft NDP. 

Comments were considered as part of the 

drafting of policies. 

May 2021 Final LPA comments 

on the amendments 

to the pre 

submission version 

of the NDP 

See separate table C below  
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Craven District Council’s comments on Bradleys Both draft Neighbourhood Plan (NP) 

Table A below sets out the comments from Craven District council to the Bradley Neighgbourhood Development Plan (Pre submission Version) Statutory 

Consultation which was undertaken in 2016 Plan).  The table also outlines how the comments and issues raised were taken into account by the 

Neighbourhood Planning Group. 

Draft NDP 
Section / 
Paragraph 

CDC Comment Summary NDP Response 

Section 1.4, para 
1.4.1 

Would be useful if a definition of “barrows” was included.  

Section 1.4, para 
1.4.1, 7th para 

Does this para contradict policy ELB1 and issues? It is still considered necessary for policies that seek to 
retain the most productive farmland. 

1.4.1 last para Delete “much of which has been located in the parish” Agreed – this will be deleted 

1.4.2, 2nd para “Housing is given over entirely to domestic purposes”  consider rephrasing 
“Although not a conservation area, building for non-agricultural purposes in 
High Bradley would be resisted” How is this statement justified?   

This section will be amended 

2.1.1 Note; there is no land designated as green belt in Craven. Reference to green belt will be removed from this 
section 

2.1.2, 2nd para If the NDP is made before adoption of the LP (and any changes are made to 
the current consultation draft) then in order for the NDP to be line with the 
strategic LP a review may be required. 

This comment is no longer relevant as the LP has 
been adopted and the NDP is being developed to be 
in general conformity with its strategic policies. 

2.2: Vision Is there a conflict between the 2nd and 3rd paras? Disagree.  It is possible to both plan positively for 
development to meet existing and future needs and 
also safeguard heritage and valuable natural assets. 

3.2.3 SLA has not been taken forward in the emerging draft LP, as it has been 
superseded by the Landscape Assessment 2002, which is a key piece of 
evidence. 

Reference to Special Landscape Area will be removed 

Policy ENV 1 and 
Appendix 1 

Includes Heath Lea and land to the rear which has planning permission for 4 
houses (ref: 16057) 

The proposed Local Green Spaces have been 
significantly reviewed since this version of the plan 
was published to incorporate the LP methodology.  
This site will be removed from the proposed LGS 
designation.  
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Policy ENV3 This policy should be based on the landscape areas identified in the 2002 
Landscape Appraisal rather than the outdated SLA. 

Reference to Special Landscape Area will be removed 
and the policy will be based on 2002 Landscape 
Assessment 

3.2.4: Nature 
Conservation 

Evidence – is there any additional evidence i.e., from Yorkshire Wildlife 
Trust, Natural England, Biodiversity Action Plan etc? 

Reference will be made to appropriate national and 
local evidence to support the policy. 

3.2.5: Wind 
Turbines 

Evidence – is there any additional evidence Reference will be made to appropriate national and 
local evidence to support the policy. 

Policy ENV5: Wind 
Turbines 

Some domestic turbines can be erected under PD. A range of development benefits from ‘deemed 
consent’ under the GPDO but it is still legitimate to 
include policies to manage those developments 
which exceed the permitted tolerances. 

3.2.6 Solar farms Evidence – is there any additional evidence beyond the survey of residents?  The policy will reference appropriate national 
planning policy and guidance. 

Policy ENV6: 
Control of solar 
farms 

Would be useful to define what is meant by “ large scale” Reference to ‘large scale’ will be removed. 

ENV7 “Not result in restricted access to the Highway “ is unclear The policy wording will be amended to provide more 
definition 

3.2.8 Evidence The recent Bradley Conservation Area Appraisal is an important piece of 
evidence relating to policy ENV8. 

Agreed.  The evidence paragraph will include and 
draw on the Bradley Conservation Area Appraisal.  

ENV8 Protecting 
Conservation 
Areas 

It would be helpful to define "ancient trees” Reference to ‘ancient trees’ will be removed.  This is 
unnecessary as the policy applies to trees of good 
quality/amenity value rather than age. 

3.3: Housing The current consultation draft LP proposes 2 dwellings per year for Bradley.  
Therefore land needs to be allocated for 40 dwellings over the 20 year plan 
period. 
It would be helpful if the plan could offer evidence of what “affordable 
“means to the inhabitants of Bradley. If information on incomes etc. is not 
available for the parish information from Craven could be used. 

The Housing Policy HOU3 (Type and Mix) will be 
amended to reference to the CDC SHMA evidence or 
any future updates to align with the evidence of 
affordable housing need. 

3.3.1, ii Evidence, 
para 2 

Following “In Bradley, 16 sites were offered on which a total of 450 new 
homes could be built” make reference to appendix 1.  What density is the 
450 homes based on?  Useful if reference is made to the Bradley’s housing 
requirement as set out in March consultation draft LP i.e., 2 per year over 

This section will be reworked to align with the now 
adopted Local Plan which has already allocated land 
to meet the development needs in Bradley. 
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20 years, therefore 40 dwellings in total to be provided in Bradley. 

3.3.1, ii Evidence This should be amended to reflect Bradley’s housing requirement as set out 
in the April consultation draft LP i.e., 2 per year over 20 years, therefore 40 
dwellings in total to be provided in Bradley. 

This section will be reworked to align with the now 
adopted Local Plan which has already allocated land 
to meet the development needs in Bradley. 

Policy HOU2 This should be amended to reflect Bradley’s housing requirement as set out 
in the April consultation draft LP i.e., 2 per year over 20 years, therefore 40 
dwellings in total to be provided in Bradley. 
It would also improve the draft if a better map is included at appendix 3 
showing the 3 draft housing sites (CDC could assist with this).  Sites with 
existing planning permission and built sites should be taken into account 
when calculating the amount of housing required in Bradley up to 2032 i.e., 
taken off the overall figure of 40 dwellings for the plan period.  (CDC can 
provide monitoring information from 1st April 2012 to 31st March 2016)  

This section will be reworked to align with the now 
adopted Local Plan which has already allocated land 
to meet the development needs in Bradley. 

3.3.2: Housing 
type & mix, issues 

“NDP would need up to date evidence” What is the timeframe for 
preparing this evidence?  CDC has an affordable housing evidence base that 
could be drawn on. 

The Housing Policy HOU3 (Type and Mix) will be 
amended to reference to the CDC SHMA evidence or 
any future updates to align with the evidence of 
affordable housing need. 

HOU3 Housing 
Type and Mix  

“in keeping with the size and type of dwellings already established in the 
surrounding locality “ is not helpful where this is not defined. It would be 
helpful if the size, type and density of housing in the village or areas in the 
village could be defined in the appendix. The site briefs should also indicate 
the size, type and density of housing required.  

The Housing Policy HOU3 (Type and Mix) will be 
amended to reference to the CDC SHMA evidence or 
any future updates to align with the evidence of 
affordable housing need. 

Policy HT1 Could refer to 3.5.1 which sets out the “village centre amenities” The policy is designed to direct new development 
towards the more readily accessible parts of the 
village to reduce through car trips.  It is therefore not 
considered necessary to reference the village centre 
amenities. 

Policy HT2 How will the safe crossing for pedestrians and improved vehicular access at 
the junction of A629 and Ings Lane be provided? 

This has already been delivered. 

Policy CFS1 This seems to be a repeat of CDC LP policy INF2: Community Facilities, 
therefore is this needed in the NP? 

The policy will explicitly reference the community 
facilities that are locally important and will therefore 
provide additionality to the LP policy. 

3.6 Employment Is it worth considering a policy on “alternative farm enterprises” since  para Policy ELB1 includes provisions to support farm 
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3.6.1i recognises that there may be expansion into side line businesses on 
farms. 

diversification development. 

3.6.1, Issues  Does this para contradict the last para on pg9? It is still considered necessary for policies that seek to 
retain the most productive farmland. 

Policy ELB1 “ best and most versatile agricultural land” needs defining i.e., grade 3 is 
the best in Craven. 
This policy links/overlaps with CDC draft policy EC3: Rural Economy. 

The policy will be amended to reference Grade 3 
agricultural land and provide greater definition. 

3.6.2, Issues 3rd 
bullet point 

“The proposed redevelopment on the adjacent Snaygill Park site” It would 
be useful if details of this redevelopment were provided. 

This section will be reworked to bring it up to date 
with current activities. 

Policies ELB2, 
ELB3 & ELB4 

Development allowed under PD will fall outside the scope of these policies 
i.e. office to residential.     

A range of development including changes of use 
benefit from ‘deemed consent’ under the GPDO but it 
is still legitimate to include policies to manage those 
developments which exceed the permitted 
tolerances. 

3.6.3ii “Rural related businesses” should be defined An alternative reference will be used to provide 
greater definition. 

ELB5 This should refer to rural related businesses in the text This section will be reworked and consolidated into 
fewer policies. 

3.6.3, issues CDC Open Space Assessment scored the children’s recreation ground in 
Bradley as average, with some improvements/upgrades required.  A Playing 
Pitch Strategy has also been prepared, which rated Bradley Cricket Club 
pitches as poor with moderate sloping and drainage issues.  The club has 
also identified a requirement for additional training facilities, which is a 
short term project which could be funded by ECB grants.  The PPS can be 
found at http://www.cravendc.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=10345&p=0 

This section will be reworked and additional evidence 
will be identified in the Community Facilities and 
Services policy section which better relates to the 
need for improved playing pitch an playground 
facilities. 

3.7 This section could be extended to cover all contribution from developers 
i.e. S106 agreements  

This section will be reworked to provide greater 
clarity about priority improvements and how the NDP 
will consider their respective benefits. 

3.7.1, CIL priorities Some of the areas identified may not be suitable for funding through CIL 
e.g., footpath on Matthew Lane/Ings Lane. 

This section will be reworked to provide greater 
clarity about priority improvements and how the NDP 
will consider their respective benefits. 

Appendix 4: LGS It is recommended that the assessment of potential LGS sites follow CDCs 
LGS methodology.  At present it appears that the sites have not been 

The proposed LGS sites have been revisited using the 
CDC LGS methodology and a number of those 
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assessed in terms of whether they have planning permission, are an 
extensive tract of land or are near the community they serve (although an 
assessment has been made of adjacent land uses).  In assessing potential 
LGS sites CDC is consulting with specific relevant groups e.g., Yorkshire 
Wildlife Trust & Historic England to provide advice on supporting evidence 
provided as part of each application relating to community, landscape, 
historical, recreation and wildlife value.  Are Bradley PC planning on 
consulting with these groups/organisations for comments on LGS 
assessment? 

proposed in the pre submission version have 
subsequently removed as they fail to pass the ‘tests’ 
set out in the methodology. 

Appendix 6: Site 
Briefs, BB01 

CDC site BR006 has not been taken forward in the pool of sites currently 
undergoing consultation (April 2016) due to the flooding constraints that 
exist on the site.  It is suggested that if the NP wish to identify site BB01 as 
a housing allocation further consultation should be had with the 
Environment Agency to establish if flooding constraints can be overcome 
and that this site can be considered for housing development in the future. 

This section has been reworked and updated to 
reflect that the Local Plan has now been adopted and 
allocates the land at Skipton Road as a site for future 
housing. 

Policy HOU2 
Requirements, 2nd 
para 

What would be the estimated yield on this site?  This section has been reworked and updated to 
reflect that the Local Plan has now been adopted and 
allocates the land at Skipton Road as a site for future 
housing. 

Appendix 4 It would helpful if there could be reference numbers on the list on pages 
40-43 and shown on the plan on page 39. 

Reference numbers will be added 

Appendix 5  It may be helpful to have an initial plan showing the location of the three 
proposed housing development sites in the village  

This section has been reworked and updated to 
reflect that the Local Plan has now been adopted and 
allocates the land at Skipton Road as a site for future 
housing. 

Appendix 6 BB01 Almost the entire site is within Flood Zone 3 on the Environment Agency’s 
Flood Map for Planning (Rivers and Seas). A Site Specific (not strategic) 
flood risk assessment would be needed for this site. However discussion 
should take place with the Environment Agency regarding possible 
mitigation measures to allow development on this site to go ahead (which 
may involve the land to the south). . 

This section has been reworked and updated to 
reflect that the Local Plan has now been adopted and 
allocates the land at Skipton Road as a site for future 
housing. 

Appendix 6: Site 
Briefs, BB02 

CDC is currently in the process of finalising a CA assessment for Bradley.  
Once finalised this can be shared with the NP Working Group and will be 

This section has been reworked and updated to 
reflect that the Local Plan has now been adopted and 
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useful in making an assessment of conservation issues for this (and other) 
sites. 
 What would be the estimated yield on this site in terms of developable 
area and density of development? The 7-8 houses referred to in the text 
seems rather low.  NYCC have commented in relation to the SHLAA 
consultation that “the site does not include sufficient frontage to enable 
access of acceptable standards to be formed onto the public highway.” Has 
there been discussion with NYCC Highways to overcome this objection? 
It would be worth having positive proposals for the use of the balance of 
the site down to the canal to avoid the risk of successive development 
nibbling away at the whole site.  

allocates the land at Skipton Road as a site for future 
housing. 

Appendix 6: Site 
Briefs, BB03 

What would be the estimated yield on this site in terms of developable area 
and density of development? 
The site is included in the pool of potential sites for development in the 2nd 
draft of the Local Plan. It is suggested that development is focussed on the 
Skipton Road frontage to avoid intrusion into the countryside, possibly with 
an allotment in the remainder of the site. The brief needs to refer to 
developable area and preferred form of development. 

This section has been reworked and updated to 
reflect that the Local Plan has now been adopted and 
allocates the land at Skipton Road as a site for future 
housing. 

General  Conformity references to LP policies need updating to reflect the April 
consultation draft LP.  

All conformity references will be amended to reflect 
the now adopted Local Plan. 

General Comment 
throughout 

The draft NP needs to reflect the emerging Craven Local Plan.  The current 
consultation Draft LP 5TH April 2016 states a plan period of 2012 – 2032 i.e., 
20 years.  The Bradley NP should reflect this. 

The NDP has been updated to reflect the now 
adopted Local Plan. 
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Table B: Draft Bradley’s Both NP Pre Submission Draft Amendments (2019) – Summary of CDC comments and proposed response informing the 

submission version NDP  

Amendments to the pre-submission version NDP were made following a continued process of dialogue between officers from CDC‟s Planning Policy team.  

An amended version of the NDP was sent to CDC in October 2019 and CDC‟s response was received in November 2019.  Further dialogue and liaison took 

place in August of 2020 and each of the comments and suggested amendments were discussed.  For the majority part the Neighbourhood Planning Group 

agreed to take on board the comments and suggestions from CDC and these informed a further version of the NDP.  Table B below provides a summary of 

the comments provided by CDC and explains in detail how the Neighbourhood Planning Group took into these into account in revising the NDP.    

 

Bradley’s 
Both NP 
Policy/ 
Section 

CDC Comment Summary NDP Proposed Response 

NP and 
Basic 
Conditions 
Statement 

Need to reference NPPF (2019 version) and the 
now adopted LP policies. 

The submission version of the NP will include up to date national and local policy references and 
also highlight and consider areas of general conformity 
 
Already provided – see earlier review/advice 

Consultatio
n Statement 

Need to include and consider CDC comments to 
the draft plan. 

The submission version Consultation Statement will include CDC comments and will clearly 
explain how the LPA comments have been taken into account. 

Plan Title Title should be „Neighbourhood Development Plan 
(up to 2032) to make consistent with the LP. 

The title of the plan will be changed accordingly 

1.1 Suggested wording to clarify the status of the NP 
relative to the Local Plan and National Policy 

The submission version of the NP will include the suggested wording 
 
AMENDMENT TO PARA: 
Once made or adopted the Bradley Neighbourhood Plan will form part of the statutory 
development plan for the Bradley designated neighbourhood area together with the Craven Local 
Plan (2012-2032).  Planning applications and appeals would be determined in accordance with the 
development plan, unless material considerations indicate otherwise. The National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF) is a material consideration in determining any planning application and 
appeals 

2.1.2 Suggested wording in regard to the review of the 
NP and Local Plan 

The submission version of the NP will include the suggested amendment 
 
AMENDMENT TO SECOND PARA: 
The Neighbourhood Plan aligns to the strategic policies of the Craven District Council Local Plan, 
adopted in November 2019.  The Neighbourhood Plan will be reviewed when required to ensure it 
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continues to align with National and Local Plan policies. 

ENV1: 
Local Green 
Spaces 
(and also 
comments 
on 
Appendix 4) 

Suggest inclusion of 5x exceptional circumstances 
where development on LGS are acceptable 
consistent with LP Policy ENV10. 
The assessment process set out at Appendix 4 
needs to be carried out in line with the CDC LGS 
Assessment.  It is not clear if sites have been 
assessed in terms of whether they have planning 
permission, are an extensive tract of land or are 
near the community they serve.  Query whether 
site owners and consultees have had opportunity to 
comment and if so needs to be evidenced in the 
Consultation Statement.  Question the site area of 
site 6 and the assessment table does not include 
conclusions for some sites.  Consider that some 
LGS sites represent „extensive tracts of land‟ and 
would fail to conform with the NPPF and prevent 
future growth of the village.   

The draft policy will be reviewed to provide more conformity with and to cross reference para 145 
of the NPPF/ENV10 of the LP and also to confirm that the assessment of potential LGS sites has 
been consistent with the CDC assessment methodology.  The assessment table will be completed 
and will include additional justification for the proposed LGS sites and appropriate consultation 
evidence will be included in the Consultation Statement.  
 
AMENDMENT TO POLICY: 
Proposals for any development on land designated as Local Green Space as identified at 
Appendix 4 will be resisted other than in very special circumstances.  These special 
circumstances are: 
a) Buildings for agriculture and forestry; 
 b) Appropriate facilities for outdoor sport, outdoor recreation and cemeteries, provided openness 
of the Local Green Space is preserved and there is no conflict with the purpose of designating the 
site as Local Green Space;  
c) The extension or alteration of a building on the site, provided it does not result in 
disproportionate additions over and above the size of the original building;  
d) Small ancillary buildings within the defined curtilage of a domestic building;  
e) The replacement of a building, provided the new building is in the same use and not materially 
larger than the one it replaces;  
f) Other forms of development, including, engineering operations, local transport infrastructure, 
and the re-use of buildings, providing they preserve the open character of the Local Green Space 
and the local significance placed on such green areas which make them valued by their local 
community. 
 
AMENDMENT TO EVIDENCE SECTION 
Replace third para with: 
The methodology set out in the Craven District Council Local Green Space Assessment 
(December 2017) has been used to identify and test proposed Local Green Space sites in the 
Neighbourhood Plan.  The assessment has also followed guidance contained within paragraph 
145 of the NPPF. 
 

ENV3: 
Conserving 
the 
Landscape 

Query whether the policy as worded adds anything 
to the LP Policy ENV1 therefore may not be 
necessary.  Could be made more specific to the 
landscape within Bradley. 

The submission version NP policy will provide additional guidance as to how the LP policy should 
be interpreted (e.g. how development proposals should respond positively to the landscape 
through clustering with existing buildings, use of natural screening etc).  This will provide 
additionality to the LP policy. 
 
AMENDMENT TO POLICY: 
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Within the area shown in blue in Policies Map at Appendix 3 development will not 
be permitted if it would significantly adversely affect the visual character of the landscape, 
including view and vistas. The scale, siting, design and materials of development in the area 
should be sympathetic to and respond positively to the landscape character.  New buildings will be 
expected to be clustered and grouped with existing built form and to utilise natural screening to 
minimise it‟s impact.  Proposals will also be expected to provide additional landscape planting and 
use appropriate materials/colour to soften the physical impact of new built development. 
 

ENV4: 
Nature 
Conservatio
n 

Consider that the LP policy ENV4 achieves the 
objectives of this NP policy and it is therefore not 
required.  If retained would need to include 
reference to biodiversity net gain. 

The submission version of the NP will include reference to biodiversity net gain and may also 
provide additional signposting to best practice in terms of how to achieve biodiversity net gain 
appropriate to Bradley Village.  This will provide additionality to the LP policy ENV4. 
 
AMENDMENT TO POLICY: 
 
Development proposals that would result in either the loss of or damage to an existing area of 
natural habitat will not be permitted unless: 

 Proposed mitigation measures would result in an effective solution to ensure the integrity of 
the habitat continues after the implementation of the development: or 

• In exceptional circumstances the development concerned identifies appropriate 
measures for the relocation of the existing habitat to an appropriate site within the 
Neighbourhood Area. 

 In all cases new development that would have an impact on biodiversity will be required to 
make a proportionate on-site contribution to wildlife enhancement in order to achieve a net 
gain in biodiversity. 

 
TEXT TO ADD TO EVIDENCE SECTION: 
Paragraph 70 of the NPPF requires planning policies to minimise impacts on and provide net gains 
for biodiversity. 
 
 

ENV5: Wind 
Turbines 
(and para 
3.2.5) 

Policy is negatively worded, vague and difficult to 
quantify/assess against development proposals.  
Equally LP policy ENV9 contains criteria for 
proposed wind turbines and so question whether 
the NP policy is necessary.  Also question the 
ability to assess how proposals will impact the local 
ecology.  
 

The submission version NP policy will include further detail to enable a more informed and 
objective assessment of future wind turbine proposals and provide additionality to the LP policy 
ENV9.  For example requiring applications for wind turbines to have regard to other national 
guidance/standards such as: 

 Landscape Institute‟s Guidance (GLVIA3) for carrying out LVIAs;       

 Natural England‟s guidance on ecology and wind turbines (assessing risk);  

 Heritage England‟s guidance for assessing impacts on the historic environment;    

 'Managing Landscape Change: Renewable & Low Carbon Energy Developments - a 
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Landscape Sensitivity Framework for North Yorkshire and York (2012)' (referenced in 
the supporting text to LP Pol ENV9).  

 
AMENDMENT TO POLICY: 
 
Proposals for new wind turbines will be supported if the number, size, position and/or location 
does not: 

- Damage or compromise the open views across the countryside 
- Restrict access to the countryside 
- Damage biodiversity and natural habitats 

Applications for new wind turbines will need to include a Landscape Visual Impact Assessment 
applying the Landscape Institute‟s Guidance (GLVIA3) or other industry recognised methodology. 
 

3.2.6 
Evidence 

Query if there is additional evidence beyond the 
survey of residents. 

The submission version NP will reference paragraph 151 of the NPPF and Paragraph: 012 
Reference ID: 5-012-20140306 of the Planning Practice Guidance. 

TEXT TO ADD TO EVIDENCE SECTION: 

Paragraph 151 of the NPPF requires Plans to provide a positive strategy for renewable and low 
carbon energy whilst ensuring that adverse impacts are addressed satisfactorily (including 
cumulative landscape and visual impacts). 

 

ENV6: 
Control of 
Solar Farms 

Suggest that „built and natural heritage assets‟ are 
listed/defined in the NP and minor policy rewording 
to bullet point 3.  Question how developer would 
demonstrate compliance with the policy. 

The submission version NP will identify the natural and heritage assets and will also contain 
provisions to enable a more informed and objective assessment of the visual impacts of solar farm 
proposals through signposting to LVIA and other guidance. 

AMENDMENT TO POLICY: 

In all cases, ground mounted solar photovoltaic farms will only be supported where they:- 

- Avoid the best and most versatile agricultural land (grade 3) and allow for continued 
agricultural use wherever possible: 

- Preserve the inherent openness of designated countryside areas and avoid undulating 
landscapes where the scope for effective mitigation measures may be reduced; 

- Minimize significant adverse impacts on views to and from built or natural heritage assets, 
including on any views important to the setting of such assets; 
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- Minimize adverse visual impacts by sympathetic use of landscape screening with native 
hedges. 

Applications for new solar photovoltaic farms will need to include a Landscape Visual Impact 
Assessment applying the Landscape Institute‟s Guidance (GLVIA3) or other industry recognised 
methodology. 
 
TEXT TO ADD TO EVIDENCE SECTION: 

Built heritage assets refers to any designated listed buildings.  Natural heritage assets are those 
identified in section 4.2 and the Bradley Village Character Assessment. 

 

3.2.8 
Evidence 

Suggest expanding the paragraph to explain the 
findings of the CA appraisal as well as discuss the 
contents of annex 2 of the draft NP.  Also 
recommend deleting sentence referencing 
distinguish between design requirements inside 
and outside the CA. 

The submission version NP will provide more referencing to the CA appraisal and delete the 
reference to distinguishing between inside and outside the CA. 

TEXT TO ADD TO EVIDENCE SECTION: 

AFTER “The Bradley Conservation Area Appraisal - August 2016 included at Annexe 3” 
add in: 
This identifies key views, historical assets and the key features of the village which make 
a contribution to it’s character and appearance…. 
 

ENV8: 
Protecting 
Conservatio
n and 
Heritage 
Sites 

Suggest referencing Conservation Area Appraisal 
and definition of natural heritage assets. 

 

The submission version NP policy will include reference to the CA appraisal and identify the 
natural heritage assets. 

INSERT INTO POLICY 

a) Recognising and reinforcing the distinct local character (as set out within the Bradley 
Character Assessment and Conservation Area Appraisal in Annex 2)… 

d) Considering the impact of proposals on key views and vistas of the local landscape as 
identified within the Conservation Area Appraisal in Annex 2 and minimising adverse impacts on 
these views… 

 
TEXT TO ADD TO EVIDENCE SECTION: 
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Natural heritage assets are those identified in section 4.2 and the Bradley Village Character 
Assessment. 

 

3.3.1 ii 
Evidence 
last para 
 
 

Fix for hyperlink needed and query where and 
when paper copies of the plan will be available. 

The submission version NP will include an updated web link 

HOU1: 
Identificatio
n of land for 
housing in 
Bradley 
from 2012 
to 2032 

Suggest a modification to the policy to state a 
„minimum of 24 houses‟ at the site BB03.   

 

 

The submission version of the NP will include reference to a minimum of 24 houses 

HOU2: New 
housing 
developmen
t design 
policy 

Suggest including a web link to the Bradley 
Character Assessment.  Also suggest that 
references to „should‟ and „will‟ in the plan need to 
be consistent. Suggest amend the wording of the 
final paragraph in regard to flood risk to reference 
the LP policy ENV6.   

The submission version of the NP will include a link to the Bradley Character Assessment and will 
use the term „should‟ consistently as this is used within the NPPF‟s policy requirements.  The final 
paragraph of the policy will be re-worded to reference the LP policy ENV6. 

AMENDMENT TO POLICY: 

Planning applications for new development in the village should have regard to and be determined 
in accordance with the following design parameters unless otherwise robustly justified: 

- New development should reflect the vernacular style of architecture, layout, scale, 
massing and materials as demonstrated in the Bradley Character Assessment (Annexe 2) 

- New buildings should use the highest quality natural stone and slate.  The use of other 
materials will only be appropriate where their use within the context of the village is 
justified 

- The use of high quality landscaping will be an important feature for new development.  
New tree planting should be incorporated where possible to ensure development sits well 
within the landscape and reflects the character of the village, particularly the historic core 
and conservation area where buildings are interspersed with mature trees. 

- New development should be designed in order to avoid parked cars dominating street 
scenes or key views of developments.  This will be achieved by ensuring that all 
developments have sufficient levels of off road car parking; off setting garages attached to 
the sides of houses behind their frontages; allowing cars to park at the side of rather than 
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in front of houses.  This should prevent on street/ on kerb parking and encourage tree 
planting within gardens and within roadside positions 

- A variety of hard surfacing materials appropriate to the character of the village should be 
used in developments of over 5 houses 

- In relation to specific building design features, the following should be incorporated in the 
design of new buildings unless otherwise justified with reference to the adjacent context; 
- New houses in the village should incorporate chimneys 
- Windows should be set within an external reveal of at least 200mm 
- Guttering should be attached to buildings using brackets or corbels rather than using 

soffits or fascia 
- Full stone window surrounds should be used 
- Slated verges to roofs should be incorporated 
- External doors should be timber 
- Modern/contemporary design will be appropriate where it can be demonstrated that it 

is locally specific and has regard to the historic local vernacular in terms of materials 
and design 

- All new houses should be visually integrated with their surroundings, enhance the built 
and natural environment of the village and reflect the historic local vernacular 

In addition, developments will be supported where flood risk is avoided or mitigated and 
where it has regard to the above parameters. 

 

HOU3: 
Housing 
Type, Mix 
and Density 
 

Suggest modifications to the policy wording 
including to make it clearer whether the criteria for 
housing mix applies only to sites requiring 
affordable housing.  Also recommend that the 
policy doesn‟t simply repeat the LP policy H2 but 
instead references it.   

The submission version of the NP will clarify that the housing mix requirements will apply to all 
housing sites and will reference the LP policy H2.  It is suggested that it also references any 
updated SHMA evidence undertaken as part of future LP review.   

INSERT INTO POLICY 

- Affordable housing will be expected to be provided in accordance with the thresholds set 
out by LP policy H2, any subsequent updated LP policy or by national planning policy   

- Affordable and market housing will be expected to be predominantly 2-3 bedrooms and 
with a tenure mix that meets LP policy H2 or any subsequent Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment.  

 

HT2: New Question the deliverability of the pedestrian The works to the A629/Ings Lane have now been implemented and so will be removed from the 
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1
 MHCLG Planning for the Future White Paper August 2020 

developmen
t 
infrastructu
re 

improvement works at A629/Ings Lane and how the 
other road/junction improvements will be delivered 
as part of this policy (and referencing the text in 
section 3.7).    

   

NP policy.  However the improvements to the pedestrian connectivity on Skipton Road and over 
the Heath remain a local priority and are important measures to improve the safety and 
sustainability of the village.  The submission version of the NP will clarify the funding opportunities 
that can be used to capture contributions towards these improvements.  This will include planning 
obligations and any future CIL charging schedule or new Infrastructure Levy being proposed as 
part of Government reforms to the planning system

1
. It may be necessary for other public sector 

gap or loan funding to deliver these improvements in entirety and so referencing them as priorities 
within the NP will help to evidence the need for the improvements.  

AMENDMENT TO POLICY: 

Developments that extend and/or improve the footpaths and highways within the village to 
improve pedestrian safety will be supported.  Priorities are improving the visibility splays and 
provision of a safe footpath on Skipton Road and over The Heath.  Any future funding 
opportunities for local infrastructure improvements will be targeted to addressing these issues. 

AMENDMENT TO ISSUES PARAS: 

Remove first para 

AMENDMENT TO EVIDENCE PARAS: 

Remove second para. 

 

3.5.1 ii. 
Evidence 1

st
 

para 

Point out that the paragraph does not indicate 
findings from the consultation activity to 
support/evidence the need for the policy 

The submission version NP will include reference to any relevant consultation findings to support 
this policy 

AMENDMENT TO EVIDENCE PARAS 

CHANGE FIRST LINE OF FIRST PARA: 

LP policy INF2 seeks to safeguard valued existing community facilities and supports the 
improvement and provision of new facilities.  
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3.5.2 ii 
Evidence 

See comments to policy CFS2 below See response to CFS2 below 

CFS2: 
Creation of 
new and 
extension 
of  sporting 
and 
recreation 
facilities 

CDC suggest re-positioning the photograph in 
Appendix 5 into Policy CFS2 and to include 
reference to the land adjacent to BB02 as being 
appropriate for the expansion of recreational 
facilities 

  

The submission version of the NP will include reference to the land adjacent to the site known as 
BB02 as appropriate for the expansion of recreation facilities and will also include a plan to clarify 
the location.  In addition the site at BB02 is nearing completion and so the site brief for this is no 
longer necessary and will be omitted in the submission version NP.  

AMENDMENT TO POLICY; 

Proposals for developments linked to the creation of new/extension of existing recreation facilities 
including within the land to the west of the site shown as BB02 on the accompanying photograph 
below will be supported where… 

 

 

3.5.2 para 
following 
policy CFS2 

Suggest that this needs to reflect the findings of the 
CDC Open Space Assessment 2016 and Playing 
Pitch Strategy which identified the need for 
improvements to the children‟s playground and 
cricket pitch. 

The paragraph already references the Open Space Assessment and Playing Pitch strategy 
findings but it will be moved directly under the „evidence‟ heading in the submission version NP 

AMENDMENT TO EVIDENCE PARAS; 

REPOSITION THE PARA THAT FOLLOWS THE POLICY (The CDC Open Space Assessment & 
Playing Pitch Strategy 2016…) INTO THE EVIDENCE SECTION. 

ELB1: 
Retaining 
productive 
farmland 

Recommend modifications to the policy to remove 
reference to non-agricultural developments as they 
are managed by other more relevant policies. Also 
recommend a very minor rewording to part of the 
policy to refer only to grade 3 land as there is no 
grade 1 and 2 land in Bradley.     

It is considered that reference to the use of non agricultural development making use of brownfield 
sites can still be included in this part of the plan but can be included into the evidence or issues 
section rather than the policy itself.  The submission version of the NP will be amended to 
incorporate the suggested policy wording. 

AMENDMENT TO POLICY; 

REMOVE “or better” FROM THE FIRST PARA. 

REMOVE THIRD PARA (It is essential to retain the most productive of farmland…) AND INSERT 
IT INTO THE EVIDENCE SECTION. 

3.6.2 Issues Recommend rewording the first paragraph to make 
it clearer. 

The submission version NP will omit this paragraph as our review has considered it repeats earlier 
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references to established statutory provisions for NPs. 

AMENDMENT TO ISSUES PARAS: 

REMOVE FIRST PARA 

ELB4: 
Supporting 
rural 
business 

Suggest reword the policy to include a caveat of 
„where possible‟ for the re-use of existing buildings 
for small scale business/tourism related 
developments and also clarify the requirement for 
„unrestricted access‟. 

The submission version NP will incorporate the suggested policy wording and the fourth bullet will 
also be reworded to: „provide safe vehicular access and egress arrangements in accordance with 
the requirements of the Highway Authority’  

AMENDMENT TO POLICY: 

Appropriate small scale business/tourism related developments will be supported provided that 
they: 

- Are appropriate to the village setting in terms of function, design and materials 
- Include the redevelopment or re-use of existing buildings or previously used sites/land 

where possible 
- Do not impede traffic flow 
- Provide safe vehicular and pedestrian access and egress arrangements in accordance 

with the requirements of the Highway Authority. 
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Section 3.7 
– 
Infrastructu
re 
Improveme
nts 

Recommend minor re-wording to parts of the text 
within this section and also question whether the 
3

rd
 paragraph is needed in the absence of an 

adopted CIL.  

 

The submission version of the NP will be reworded to clarify the infrastructure funding options and 
will also remove reference to the A629/Ings Lane junction works which have now been 
implemented. 

AMENDMENT TO 3.7 

REMOVE FIRST PARA 

INSERT ADDITIONAL BULLET TO SECOND PARA: Provision of improved pedestrian 
connections along Skipton Road and over The Heath 

AMEND THIRD PARA: 

Proposals that deliver or make contributions towards the above priorities will be given favourable 
consideration subject to the other policies contained within this Neighbourhood Plan. 

Appendix 1: 
Conservatio
n Area and 
SHLAA 
sites 

CDC have suggested removing previous SHLAA 
sites as it could confuse the plan and include CA 
boundary on a single policies map with the 
allocated BB03 site.   

The submission version of the NP will remove the previous SHLAA sites plan.  We will also work 
with CDC to prepare an updated policies map. 

Appendix 2: 
EA Flood 
Zone Map 

Suggest removing this plan as it is subject to 
continual change and remove the previous SHLAA 
site ref BB01 from the plan. 

The submission version NP will retain the flood risk plan as it is considered to provide a useful at a 
glance aid to show broadly the areas at highest risk of flooding in the village but will include a 
caveat that this is subject to change and direct users to current EA mapping.  The previous 
SHLAA site ref BB01 will be removed from the plan. 

AMENDMENT TO TITLE: 

Environment Agency Flood Zone Map for Bradley (Note this will be subject to change – please 
refer to  Flood map for planning - GOV.UK (flood-map-for-planning.service.gov.uk)  ) 

 

 

Appendix 3: 
Policies 
map 

Recommended more consistent colours to tie in 
with other plans.  Some data on the Map is no 
longer relevant/necessary and could lead to 
confusion (e.g. Former Special Landscape Area).  

See comment above re Appendix 1.  We will work with CDC to prepare an updated policies map 
and appropriate insets. 

https://flood-map-for-planning.service.gov.uk/
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A larger scale map or inset for the central area of 
the village with labelling would make it easier to 
identify locations for specific policies within the NP.   

Appendix 4: 
LGS  

See comments on LGS policy ENV1 above See response to LGS policy ENV1 above 

INSERT SEPARATE REVISED LOCAL GREEN SPACE ASSESSMENT PRODUCED 

Appendix 5: 
Site Briefs 

Recommend only include the brief for site BB03 
and as BB02 is not allocated.  Recommend avoid 
repeating policy wording from policies HOU1, 
HOU2 & HOU3.   

The submission version NP will omit the site brief for BB02 as this is already being built out so not 
necessary.  We will review the content of the site brief for BB03 to ensure it avoids repetition. 
 
AMENDMENT TO APPENDIX: 
 
REMOVE PLAN AND TEXT FOR LAND AT MATTHEW LANE (BB02) SITE. 
 
CHANGE PARA 3 OF KEY CONSIDERATIONS TO SITE BRIEF FOR LAND AT SKIPTON ROAD 
(BB03): 
A key consideration is that the majority of the site is in Flood Zone 1 (low probability of risk of 
flood) but run off from the site during peak rainfall events causes localised flooding along Skipton 
Road. 
 
AMENDMENTS TO DESIGN PARAMETERS PARAS: 
CHANGE SECOND PARA: 
If an outline planning permission is sought by future developers a site wide masterplan should be 
prepared prior to an application for planning permission.  The local community shall be given the 
opportunity to comment on the masterplan or detailed planning proposal and their views taken into 
account ahead of the submission of a planning application.  The masterplan/planning application 
should adhere to the following design parameters: 
 
CHANGE SECOND BULLET: 
Tree planting should be incorporated within the development with planting undertaken in the first 
planting season following the first occupation of houses within the site and with the use of 
specimens… 
 
CHANGE FIFTTH BULLET: 

- A variety of hard surfacing materials appropriate to the character of the village should be 
used in the development rather than just tarmac. 

 
REMOVE TWELFTH BULLET (REF TO CAR PORTS) 
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INSERT FINAL BULLET; 
Planning applications shall also include details of Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems to ensure 
the site does not increase surface run off rates during periods of peak rainfall. 
 
AMENDMENTS TO REF TO POLICY HOU3 AT END OF THIS SECTION 
Future development will be expected to provide on site affordable housing in accordance with 
Policy HOU3, any subsequent updates LP policy or by national planning policy. 

Consultatio
n Statement 

CDC comments are not listed in the Consultation 
Statement.  The comments concern the degree of 
conformity with the adopted LP and should 
therefore be referenced together with the PCs 
response.   

The Consultation Statement submitted alongside the NP will include CDC comments and will 
demonstrate how these comments have informed the NP (as set out in this table). 

Public 
Sector 
Equality 
Duty 

Suggest evidencing how the PC have considered 
equalities in the preparation of the NP (from 
experience with the Gargrave NP).  Neighbourhood 
Plans are not required to show how they have 
considered the Equality Duties but it is good 
practice.   

The submission version NP will include an Equalities Impact Assessment although this will be 
proportionate to the NP proposals and impacts. 
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TABLE C - Draft Bradley’s Both NP Pre Submission Draft Amendments (2021) – Summary of CDC comments and proposed response informing the 

submission version NDP 

Following the comments and dialogue between the Neighbourhood Planning Group and officers from CDC’s Planning Policy Team a further series of 

amendments were made to the Pre-submission version NDP.  CDC subsequently provided a final set of comments in May 2021.  The table below provides a 

summary of the comments provided by CDC and explains in detail how the Neighbourhood Planning Group took into these into account in preparing the submission 

version of the NDP.    

Table 1: Comments relating to the Basic Condition Statement & Consultation 
Statement 

NDP RESPONSE 

Neighbourhood 
Plan & Basic 
Condition 
Statement 

The Bradley NP will be examined to consider whether the NP 
meets the basic conditions set out by law, which includes 
whether the NP has regard to national policy and whether it is in 
general conformity with the adopted strategic local policies for 
the local area.     
 
Para 4.2 and table 2 of the Basic Conditions Statement still refer 
to the 1999 Craven Local Plan and emerging new Craven Local 
Plan.   
 
ACTION: This needs to be amended to only relate to the adopted 
Craven Local Plan 2019 
 

This will be included in the submission version. 

Consultation 
Statement 

Appendix 4 of Consultation Statement (April 21) includes a 
‘Summary of Liaison with CDC’.  It seems to only refer to 

The submission version of the NDP will include a log of all 
liaison with CDC during the preparation of the NDP and will 
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comments provided by CDC officers on the July 2019 draft 
Bradley NP.   The Consultation Statement should include details 
of all community engagement (Including that with CDC) relating 
to preparation of the Bradley NP.  For example, Appendix 2 does 
not include any details of comments provided by CDC officers on 
the March 2016 pre submission draft consultation.  Details of 
CDC comments made on the draft Bradley NP from 2015 were 
sent to Derek Booth in April 2019 via 6 separate emails. 
 
Appendix 4 is difficult to read when viewed electronically, as 
every other page is upside down.  Could this appendix be set out 
in portrait layout? 
 
ACTION – Consultation Statement (Summary of Liaison with CDC) 
be amended to include all comments provided by CDC on the 
draft BNP since 2015 together with BBNP responses.  Suggest 
that Appendix 4 is set out in portrait layout. 

set out the issues and comments provided and how these 
have been taken into account. 
 
The table in Appendix 4 will be displayed differently to ensure 
it is easier to read.  

 

Table 2: Comments relating to the Draft Bradley Neighbourhood Plan NDP RESPONSE 

Bradley NP 
Section / 
Paragraph 

Comment  

Title  The existing title of the Bradley Neighbourhood Plan includes dates of 2019-
2032.  Para 1.1 of the draft NP states that ‘This NDP is an official planning 
document and incorporated into the Craven District Local Plan, both being 
valid up to 2032.’  Policy HOU1 is titled ‘Identification of land for housing in 
Bradley from 2012 to 2032’.  Therefore, certainly in terms of housing, the 
plan period is the same as the Craven LP period i.e. from 2012-2032.  It is 
considered therefore that the Bradley NP should be titled as follows: 
‘Neighbourhood Development Plan (up to 2032)’.  The date the Bradley NP is 
‘made/adopted’ would then be added to the title page.    
 

This is a small change and will be incorporated into the 
submission version. 
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The Consultation Statement (Summary of Liaison with CDC) states that the 
title will be changed as suggested. 
 
ACTION – that the title should be changed as suggested.   
 

1.1 The last sentence of this paragraph states ‘The trigger date for the 
commencement of the 15 year NDP term will be when the final planning 
approval is received.’  This sentence is unclear.  Is this sentence referring to 
when the Bradley NDP is made and then forms part of the statutory 
development plan?  It is suggested that the 2nd, 3rd & 4th sentences of this 
paragraph are replaced with the following:  
‘Once made or adopted the Bradley Neighbourhood Plan will form part of the 
statutory development plan for the Bradley designated neighbourhood area 
together with the Craven Local Plan (2012-2032).  Planning applications and 
appeals would be determined in accordance with the development plan, 
unless material considerations indicate otherwise. The National Planning 
Policy Framework (NPPF) is a material consideration in determining any 
planning application and appeals.’   
 
The Consultation Statement (Summary of Liaison with CDC) provides an 
amendment which reflects the wording suggested above in italics by CDC, 
however this is not included in the April 2021 draft BNP. 
 
ACTION – The amended included in the Consultation Statement should be 
included in the final draft BNP. 
 

This is a small change and will be incorporated into the 
submission version. 
 

Diagram 
included in 
para 1.2 

This diagram states that the Bradley NP was formally submitted to CDC in 
April 2021.  This is incorrect, as a draft version of the Bradley NP was sent to 
CDC for comment in April 2021.   
 
ACTION – This diagram needs amended to reflect current stage reached in 
the statutory process with an indication of formal submission date. 
 

The diagram was produced at a point in time and when 
it was hoped to submit the plan to CDC.  It is possible 
to finalise the timetable until the SEA/HRA screening 
procedure is completed. 
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Also suggest that the following existing wording ‘CDC consult on the 
Neighbourhood Plan then submit for examination’ is amended to ‘CDC to 
publicise the proposed Bradley Neighbourhood Plan, arrange the 
independent examination and referendum.’ 
Suggest that following wording ‘Post examination Neighbourhood Plan is 
subject to referendum and if agreed is adopted’ is amended to read ‘If 
successful at referendum, Craven District Council will formally make or 
adopted the Neighbourhood Plan’. 
 
ACTION – Amend wording of para as set out above. 
 

This is a small change and will be incorporated into the 
submission version. 
 

2.1.1, NPPF ACTION – Suggest including specific paragraph references to the list of NPPF 
policies which are particularly relevant to the BNP. 
 

This is not necessary as the plan eferences the relevant 
NPPF policies in each policy and also in the basic 
conditions statement.   

2.1.2, 2nd 
para 
 
 
 
 
 

2nd para currently reads: 
 
“The Craven District Local Plan was adopted at the end of 2019. Craven 
District Council will be involved in the development of this NDP to ensure that 
the policies within both documents are sufficiently aligned.”   
 
It will be the responsibility of Bradley PC to review the NP, not CDC (review 
required due to changes in planning legislation, change of national or local 
planning policy). CDC will fulfil its legal role in providing support to Parish 
Councils when preparing or reviewing a NP.  
 
Amended text to be included in the draft BNP, stated in the Consultation 
Statement (Summary of Liaison with CDC) has not been included in the April 
draft BNP. 
 
ACTION – The amended included in the Consultation Statement (Summary of 
Liaison with CDC) should be included in the final draft BNP. 
 

The statement in the draft NP as worded is correct.  
CDC as the Local Planning Authority are involved in the 
development of the NDP both in providing comments 
and in arranging examination and referendums.  The 
paragraph doesn’t state that it is CDC’s responsibility 
to review the NP.  However the amendment in the 
consultation statement will be incorporated. 
 

Policy ENV1: The amendment to the third paragraph of the evidence section of policy This will be incorporated into the submission version. 
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LGS ENV1, as set out in the Consultation Statement (Summary of Liaison with 
CDC) has not been included in the April draft BNP (contains slightly different 
wording). 
 
ACTION – The amended included in the Consultation Statement (Summary of 
Liaison with CDC) should be included in the final draft BNP. 
 

 

Policy ENV3: 
Conserving 
the 
Landscape 

Policy has been amended to ensure it is more specific to the landscape 
within the Bradley designated neighbourhood area and protection of it, in 
line with previous CDC officer comments.  It is now more detailed and 
includes reference to clustering of buildings with existing built form, natural 
screening, landscape planting and appropriate materials/colour to soften 
physical impact. 
 
However, details of the amendment made to this policy following CDC officer 
comments has not been included in the Consultation Statement (Summary of 
Liaison with CDC). 
 
ACTION – suggest that this amendment to policy ENV3 is detailed in the 
Consultation Statement (Summary of Liaison with CDC). 
 

This is incorrect – the CDC comments and proposed 
change to policy is included in the table in the 
consultation statement. The only difference is that the 
NP references the policy as applicable to land hatched 
green rather than blue which was the policies map was 
being developed with the assistance of CDC. 

Policy ENV3: 
Conserving 
the 
Landscape 

The policy states ‘The defined green infrastructure links are identified on the 
Policies Map – see Appendix 3’, however the Policies Map is included at 
Appendix 2.   
 
ACTION – Amend policy wording to refer to Appendix 2.   
 
ACTION – Suggest that Craven Local Plan policy ENV5: Green Infrastructure is 
also listed as a conformity reference.  
 

These comments are relevant to Policy ENV2 (Green 
Inf Links) not ENV 3.  However this is a small change 
and will be incorporated into the submission version. 
 
Policy ENV2 will be updated in redraft 

Policy ENV4: 
Nature 
Conservation 

Policy ENV4 now includes reference to net gain to biodiversity via an on-site 
contribution to wildlife enhancement.   
The third bullet point requires that in all cases where new development 

Natural England have now published a metrics tool 
that enables developers to assess baseline Biodiversity 
and how to achieve 10% uplift so the submission draft 
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would have an impact on biodiversity it will be 
required to make a proportionate on-site contribution to wildlife 
enhancement in order to achieve a net gain in biodiversity. How would a 
proportionate on site contribution be calculated?  What evidence would be 
used to calculate this?  This is too vague and not appropriate here as a guide 
for applicants. Also there is no mention of facilitating off-site BNG 
contributions.  If this policy is to remain in the NP if needs to include 
reference(s) to BNG from the Craven LP's ENV4  
 
Suggest you consider that the NP policy ENV4 refers to NE’s Biodiversity 
Metric and the use of this Metric, when it is released later this year. 
 
It was agreed during the meeting held on 10th January 2020 that the last 
bullet point would be removed (Oct 2019 draft NP), as if it was included, 
there would need to provide further detail in terms of how any replacement 
habitat would be provided etc.  Additional evidence would also need to be 
drawn on to back up this policy approach.  The April 21 draft Bradley NP has 
not been amended in this respect, and the above-mentioned bullet point is 
now the second bullet point of the policy.  
 
If the current second bullet point is not removed, consideration needs to be 
given to whether the relocation of an existing habitat to a site within the 
neighbourhood area would represent a proposed mitigated measure as 
stated in the first bullet point i.e. a proposed mitigation measure including 
the relocation of an existing habitat.   
 
ACTIONS – Consideration of the above comments by BPC is required prior to 
formal submission.   
Consider what a proportionate on-site contribution to wildlife enhancement 
would be calculated. 
 
Consultation Statement (Summary of Liaison with CDC) provides text to add 
to the evidence section for this policy and refers to para 70 of the NPPF, 

NDP will refer to this and enable a calculation to be 
made for relevant proposed developments. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Updated NPPF references will be added to the 
submission version. 
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however this should be para 170, as stated in the draft BNP.  
 
ACTIONS – amend Consultation Statement with correct NPPF para reference. 
 

3.2.5: Wind 
Turbines 

Evidence paragraph currently includes reference to Paragraph 70 of the 
NPPF which requires planning policies to minimise impacts on and provide 
net gains for biodiversity.   
 
The Consultation Statement (Summary of Liaison with CDC) states that text 
will be added to the evidence section that refers to para 151 of the NPPF.   
 
ACTION – amend mistake by removing reference to para 70 of the NPPF and 
include additional text included in the Consultation Statement referring to 
para 151 of the NPPF. 
 

Updated NPPF references will be added to the 
submission version. 

Policy ENV5: 
Wind 
Turbines 

It is suggested that this policy is perhaps too negatively focused and could be 
more positively worded in terms of encouraging suitable wind turbine 
policies to come forward.   
 
In addition, consideration should be given as to whether the policy is clear to 
applicants/developers in terms of what information/level of detail is 
required to show how a proposal meets each of the criteria set out in the 
policy.  It is considered that all three bullet points are quite general, and 
somewhat difficult to quantify and assess.  For example, how is it proposed 
to measure or quantify any stated restriction to access to the countryside, 
and how would wind turbines potentially contribute to such restrictions? A 
similar difficulty arises with the bullet point on open views and their 
potential compromise – how can this be properly assessed to ensure 
appropriate and fair consideration is given to a wind turbine proposal? It is 
also difficult to establish what is acceptable to the NP in terms of potential 
changes to biodiversity and/or natural habitats resulting from any 
construction of wind turbines. 
 

The policy will be amended to provide greater 
definition of restricting access to the countryside 
(development requiring a significant 
diversion/alteration or stopping up of a PROW). 
 
It will also remove the criterion relating to the impact 
on biodiversity and natural habitats as this is covered 
in policy ENV4. 
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Given the generality associated with the policy requirements, they could 
conceivably be applied very stringently, and perhaps excessively so which 
would seem to be inappropriate, particularly given the positive aspects of 
renewable energy.  Also given the list of elements that proposals for new 
wind turbines must avoid, it would seem difficult for such proposals to gain 
support in the Bradley NP area. 
 
Finally, this policy does not seem to provide adequate local distinctiveness to 
the designated Bradley Neighbourhood Area and that adopted Craven LP 
Policy ENV9 (Renewable and Low Carbon Energy) would be sufficient to deal 
with any proposals that may come forward within the area. Is this NP policy 
required?   
 
Suggest that the points included as fourth and fifth bullet points are not 
included as bullet points and instead be included as a final paragraph to the 
policy i.e. that proposals will be expected to include a LVIA and should apply 
the Landscape Institute’s Guidance (GLVIA3) or other industry recognised 
methodology.   
Note - CDC’s local validation requirements for wind turbine applications 
require an LVIA to be submitted, therefore an LVIA would be required in any 
event.  See CDC weblink: 
https://www.cravendc.gov.uk/planning/planning-applications-and-
notifications/national-and-local-planning-validation-requirements/local-
information-requirements/landscape-and-visual-impact-assessment-lvia/  
 
The Consultation Statement (Summary of Liaison with CDC) states that the 
submission version of this policy will provide additional detail to the LP policy 
ENV9. For example, requiring applications for wind turbines to have regard 
to other national 
guidance/standards.  CDC still have concerns that the current draft of this 
policy does not provide sufficient local distinctiveness to the BNP over and 
above policy ENV9 of the Craven Local Plan. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The submission version will provide greater definition 
in regard to standards and guidance. 
 
 
 

https://www.cravendc.gov.uk/planning/planning-applications-and-notifications/national-and-local-planning-validation-requirements/local-information-requirements/landscape-and-visual-impact-assessment-lvia/
https://www.cravendc.gov.uk/planning/planning-applications-and-notifications/national-and-local-planning-validation-requirements/local-information-requirements/landscape-and-visual-impact-assessment-lvia/
https://www.cravendc.gov.uk/planning/planning-applications-and-notifications/national-and-local-planning-validation-requirements/local-information-requirements/landscape-and-visual-impact-assessment-lvia/
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ACTION – CDC suggest considering whether this policy is required or whether 
further work can be done to make it more locally distinctive, more positively 
worded and clearer on how a proposal will be assessed to meet the policy 
requirements. 
 

Policy ENV6: 
Control of 
Solar Farms, 
fourth bullet 
point: 
 
 
 

Previous CDC officer comments suggested the following rewording of bullet 
point 3: 
“Minimise significant adverse impacts on views…..”     
This suggested wording has not been included in April 21 draft BNP but is 
included as amendment to policy ENV6 in the Consultation Statement 
(Summary of Liaison with CDC).  The third bullet still refers to “Have no 
significant adverse impacts on views…” 
 
ACTION - include wording from the Consultation Statement (Summary of 
Liaison with CDC) in policy ENV6, bullet 3. 
 
Policy now includes a final paragraph which refers to need for an LVIA with 
solar photovoltaic farm applications, which is welcome. 
Note - CDC’s local validation requirements for solar energy system 
applications require an LVIA to be submitted, therefore an LVIA would be 
required in any event.   
 

This will be included in the submission version. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The proposed policy provides additionality to the CDC 
policy and validation checklist as it refers to Landscape 
Institute Guidance therefor ensuring LVIA is completed 
to a sufficient quality. 

3.2.7 Issues 
and Policy 
ENV7: Infill 
Development 
 

In both para 3.2.7 in relation to issues and Policy ENV7, there is reference 
made to ‘back land’.   
 
ACTION – Suggest setting out what is meant by this term, for clarity. 

Reference to Backland will be removed as it is covered 
sufficiently with the definition of Homes in Existing 
Gardens and Green Spaces. The submission version will 
also be amended to refer to development within the 
curtilage of an existing building.  
 
 

3.2.8 
Evidence  

The recent Bradley Conservation Area Appraisal is an important piece of 
evidence relating to policy ENV8.  This para could be expanded to explain the 
findings of the CA appraisal as well as discussing the contents of annex 2 to 
the draft NP.  Both pieces of evidence are important to underpin this policy.  

This will be included in the submission version. 
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The April 21 draft excludes ref to annex 2: Character Assessment.   
ACTION - Recommend that this is put back in. 
 
ACTION - Recommend deleting the following sentence: 
‘Policy may also distinguish between design requirements inside and outside 
the Conservation Area’. 
 
The Consultation Statement (Summary of Liaison with CDC) includes text to 
add to the evidence section which has not been added. 
 
ACTION – Add this text. 
 

 
 
 
This will be included in the submission version. 
 
 

Policy ENV8: 
Protecting 
Conservation 
and Heritage 
Sites 

CAA 2016 is not referred to in a) of policy ENV8, as set out in the 
Consultation Statement (Summary of Liaison with CDC), however reference 
is made to ‘Character Assessment in Annexe 3’. 
 
ACTION – Suggest that a) is amended to reflect the amended text included in 
the Consultation Statement (Summary of Liaison with CDC).   The 
Consultation Statement refers to annex 2, but there is reference to annex 3 
in the evidence section of the draft BNP.  Needs to include the correct annex 
reference for the draft Bradley CAA.   
 
Please note that the 2016 CAA have not yet been finalised, therefore they 
should be referred to as draft CAA. 
 
Consultation Statement (Summary of Liaison with CDC) includes amended 
wording to the ENV8 evidence section stating that ‘Natural heritage assets 
are those identified in section 4.2 and the Bradley Village Character 
Assessment’, however this is not provided in the April draft BNP. 
 
ACTION – include wording from the Consultation Statement in the evidence 
section to policy ENV8. 
 

This will be included in the submission version and it 
will clarify the references to Annex 2 and Annex 3 
accordingly. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This will be included in the submission version. 
 
 
This will be included in the submission version. 
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3.3.1 ii. 
Evidence, 
first para 

The first part of this paragraph needs updating to refer to the SHELAA 
Update 2020 i.e. “Craven District Council produced the first SHLAA in 2008 
and then updated it in 2012, and again in 2020 as a Strategic Housing and 
Employment Land Availability Assessment (SHELAA).”   
 
We suggest that the wording of the last part of this paragraph is simplified to 
read: ‘Local plan policy SP4 distributes 0.8% of Craven’s total housing 
requirement to Low Bradley which equates to 32 dwellings over the period 
2012-2032. Completed dwellings and sites granted planning permission since 
2012 are included in this figure, The situation in terms of housing 
completions and consents has been calculated up to the end of September 
2017, leaving a gross residual leaving a housing requirement of 24 dwellings. 
Therefore, land has to be allocated to provide for a minimum of 24 
dwellings. The site BB03 (Skipton Road) meets this requirement.’   
 
ACTION – Amend BNP as above 
 

This will be included in the submission version. 
 
 
 
 
This will be included in the submission version. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3.3.1 ii. 
Evidence, 
second para 

The following paragraph is included in the April 21 draft BNP as part of the 
evidence section for policy HOU1: 
“The Bradley NDP Planning Group made their own assessment of all the sites, 
using the same set of assessment criteria. They did not consider extensive 
tracts of land or sites with planning permission.”   
 
Is this an appropriate introduction to the site assessment process?  As it 
refers to the fact that extensive tracts of land or sites with planning 
permission was not considered, does it relate to the LGS assessment?   
 
ACTION – suggest rewording of this para.  
 

The evidence section will be amended to reflect this 
comment and also clarify that the site at BB03 is 
allocated in the Local Plan.   
 

3.3.1 ii. 
Evidence, 
last para  

A website link is provided in this paragraph to the Bradleys Both Housing Site 
Assessment Process but is not a live/working link.   
 
ACTION – Suggest that the hyperlink provided on the contents page is 

This will be included in the submission version. 
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included here.  
 
Paragraph also states that paper copies to this assessment will be made 
available.  Where & when will they be made available? ACTION - This needs 
to be specified. 
 

Section 3.3, 
Housing 

In the list of policies at the start of this section, policy  HOU3 is titled 
“Housing Type and Mix” and the section header at 3.3.3 is also titled as such, 
whereas the actual policy title on page 29 is “Housing Type, Mix and 
Density”.  Considering the point made in the CDC officer comments above, 
should the title of the policy on page 29 be “Housing Type and Mix”, with 
reference to CLP policy SP3 in relation to density? 
 
ACTION – Amend title of policy on page 29 to “Housing Type and Mix” and 
refer to CLP policy SP3 in relation to density. 
 

This will be amended in the submission version. 
 

Policy HOU1: 
Identification 
of land for 24 
new home 
up to 2032 

Suggested amendment to policy wording: 
“Land for a minimum of 24 new homes may to be allocated provided on 
the allocated housing site, Land at Skipton Road (BB03) as identified on 
the Policies Map (at Appendix 3): “   

 

Policy amended from 2019 version, but not as suggested above. No 
reference to “minimum”, uses term “allocated” rather than “provided”, i.e. 
“Land for 24 new homes to be allocated on the following housing site as 
identified on Policies map at Apprendix 3”   

The BNP does allocate the site. 

Spelling mistake ‘Appendix’. 

Policies map is included at Appendix 2 

 

Consultation Statement (Summary of Liaison with CDC) states that the BNP 
will include reference to a minimum of 24 houses, however this has not been 
provided. 

This will be included in the submission version. 
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ACTION – Include the suggested wording in italics above and correct spelling 
mistake. 

- Amend Appendix 3 to Appendix 2. 

 

Policy HOU2: 
New Housing 
development 
design policy 

First bullet point refers to the Bradley Character Assessment, which is 
provided at Annex 2.  This is a really useful document, setting out an 
overview of the character and key qualities that define Bradley village.  A 
weblink is provided on the contents page.  It would be useful if this link was 
also provided in the policy text as well.   
 
We also welcome the inclusion of reference to Annex 3, Low Bradley 
Conservation Area Appraisal in opening paragraph of policy. 
 
ACTION - need to include ‘Area’ in title of CAA, and weblink to Bradley 
Character Assessment in the policy. 
 
The bullet points listed under bullet point 7 lists features that should be 
incorporated in the design of new buildings.  Recommend that the wording 
of these bullet points need to be consistent i.e., include word ‘Should’ in all 
bullets.   
 
ACTION – Incorporate the amended policy wording included in the 
Consultation Statement (Summary of Liaison with CDC) which uses the term 
‘should’ consistently. 
 
The final paragraph relates to housing development that would avoid flood 
risk.  Recommend that the following wording replaces this paragraph: 
‘Bradley Neighbourhood Plan supports the Craven Local Plan Policy ENV6: 
Flood Risk, which aims to avoid and alleviate flood risk by requiring 
development to take place in areas of lowest flood risk wherever possible.’  
 
OR, as policy HOU2 specifically relates to the design of new housing, it is 

This will be included in the submission version. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This will be included in the submission version. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This will be included in the submission version. 
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recommended that the last paragraph of the policy (following bullet point 9) 
be reworded as follows: 
‘In addition, new housing developments will be supported where flood risk is 
avoided…….’   
 
Consultation Statement (Summary of Liaison with CDC) includes amendment 
to this policy, but this wording is not included in the April draft BNP. 
 
ACTION – Include amended policy wording included in the Consultation 
Statement. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This will be included in the submission version.  The 
policy will also be amended to reflect the Governments 
additional policy emphasis (included in revised NPPF) 
on design quality of new developments and also to the 
specific design tools such as Building for a Healthy Life.  
It will also provide more clarity on the standards of 
design expected in order to safeguard the amenity of 
existing and future adjacent occupants of new 
development. 
 
 

Policy HOU3: 
Housing 
Type, Mix 
and Density 

There is no need for BNP policy to simply repeat Craven LP policy, therefore 
recommend the first paragraph of policy HOU3 is reworded to include a 
reference to Craven LP policy H2: Affordable Housing as follows: 
‘New housing development in Bradley neighbourhood area should be brought 
forward in accordance with the following guidelines and in line with Craven 
Local Plan policy H2: Affordable Housing, unless robustly justified.’   
 
This policy is titled ‘HOU3: Housing Type, Mix and Density’, however it does 
not include any requirements on density of new housing developments.  CLP 
policy SP3: Housing Mix & Density could be referred to here which suggest 
that an appropriate density on greenfield sites and brownfield sites with no 
significant element of conversion should be approx. 32dwellings per ha.  
 
Suggest that this policy would be clearer if it was in two sections i.e.:  

This policy seems to be causing some confusion in 
regard to what it is trying to achieve.  The focus of the 
policy is to ensure that future developments are 
delivering a balanced mix of properties and particularly 
smaller 2-3 bedroom properties.  Affordable housing 
requirements are as per the LP in terms of thresholds 
and amounts.  Densities are also as per the LP in terms 
of 32 dph (average nationally is around 30 dph net).  
The policy will be amended in the submission version 
to make it clearer. 
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1. Relating to general type and mix of both market and affordable 
housing i.e., predominantly 2-3 bedroom (bullet point 2 & part of 
bullet point 4); and 
 

2. Affordable housing (combine bullet points 1 & 4 and then including 
bullet point 3).  Note re. first bullet point: Is this a requirement only 
on sites requiring affordable housing? i.e. not on sites yielding less 
than 10 dwellings?  Market housing should be predominately 2-3 
bedrooms in size.  This is justified by findings of the SHMA Update 
2017, which provides a general view on the overall housing mix the 
local population is likely to need over the plan period (figures 
included at end of evidence section). 
 

Suggest that the last para within the policy relating to housing that meets 
the needs of an aging population should be included as a final bullet point.  
 
The above suggested amendments would equate to four bullet points in 
total in policy. 
 
ACTION – BPC to consider the suggested amends to this policy. 
 

Policy HT1: 
Approach 
road 
difficulties 
and village 
road safety 
and 
congestion  

 

ACTION – Consider amending the title of this policy. 
 

This will be amended in the submission version to 
reflect that the road improvements previously 
contained in the policy have now been implemented 
and the thrust of the policy is therefore to improve 
safety and accessibility for walking/cycling. 
 
 

Section 3.5, 
Community 
Facilities 

ACTION – In the list of policies at the start of this section, correct spelling 
mistake in title of policy CFS1: Bradley’s Community Facilities, and delete 
apostrophe at the end of the policy title CFS2: Creation of new and the 

This will be included in the submission version. 
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 extension of existing Sporting and Recreation facilities’ 

3.5.2 
Ii Evidence 

Previous CDC officer comments recommended the rewording of the ii. 
Evidence paragraph to reflect that land shown on the photo included at 
appendix 5 is identified as having potential to provide an extension to 
existing sport and recreation facilities off Matthew Lane, Bradley.  It was also 
recommended that the photo was taken out of appendix 5 (site brief to 
BB02) and included with policy CFS2 or as an appendix to policy CFS2.   
 
The photo has been taken out of the Site Briefs Appendix in the April 21 draft 
of the BNP, which is now renumbered as Appendix 4.  Appendix 5 is not 
included with the BNP although the BNP Table of Contents refers to 
Appendix 5-10 which can be found on the website.   
 
Photograph does not appear against policy CFS2.  Consultation Statement 
(Summary of Liaison with CDC) amendment to policy CFS2 indicates that a 
photo will be provided below the policy box rather than as appendix 5.   
 
ACTION - Include a link in the Table of Contents to appendices 5-10 on the 
BNP website.  Unable to currently find these appendices on the website.  
What are these appendices? 
 
ACTION – Amend para 3.5.2 to include reference to photo, and include photo 
below the policy box, as indicated in the Consultation Statement (Summary 
of Liaison with CDC).   
 

As the Policies Map now clearly shows the areas that 
Policy CFS2 applies then reference to the photograph 
and site BB02 can be removed and instead simply 
reference the land shown on the policies map. 
 
 

Policy CFS2: 
Creation of 
new and the 
extension of 
existing 
Sporting and 
Recreation 
Facilities 

It is noted that policy CFS2 has been amended to reflect the “creation of 
new/extension of existing recreation facilities including within the land to the 
west of the site shown as BB02 on the proposals map:”  However the policies 
map identifies this area of land to the west of the existing Sporting and 
Recreation Facilities as yellow striped, and there is no longer a reference to 
BB02 on the map.  This was agreed at a meeting with DS.   
 
ACTION - Policy text should be reworded as follows: “…creation of 

See above comments. 
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new/extension of existing recreation facilities including within the land to the 
west of the site shown as BB02 yellow stripes on the proposals policies map:”   
 
ACTION - Include amended policy wording above included in the 
Consultation Statement (Summary of Liaison with CDC). 
 
ACTION – consider whether wording of first para of policy should end with’ 
…..will be supported providing:’ 
 
ACTION – Include photo below policy box (see comment above relating to 
3.5.2) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
This will be included in the submission version. 
 
 
 
Not necessary.  See above comments regarding 
simplifying the policy to refer to the Policies Map. 
 
 

Policy ELB1: 
Retaining 
productive 
farmland 

Previous CDC officer comments refer to the statement in the policy ‘non-
agricultural development to make use of brownfield sites’ and suggest that 
non-agricultural development does not relate to policy ELB1 (suggested that 
support for use of brownfield sites for non-agricultural could be incorporated 
in other policies e.g. housing policies).   However, policy ELB1 has not been 
amended in this respect as it still refers to “Speculative and non-agricultural 
developments should make primary use of brown field sites”.   
 
Consultation Statement (Summary of Liaison with CDC) states that ‘It is 
considered that reference to the use of non-agricultural development 
making use of brownfield sites can still be included in this part of the plan 
but can be included into the evidence or issues section rather than the policy 
itself.’  Therefore, BPC have decided not to amend the policy as suggested by 
CDC. 
 
ACTION – Amend 1st & 3rd paragraphs as stated in the Consultation 
Statement (Summary of Liaison with CDC). 
 

This will be included in the submission version. 
 
 

Policy ELB2:  
Airedale 

Third bullet point supports proposals that fall within Use Class E but does not 
introduce additional retail or food and drink 

The policy will be amended to: ‘Does not introduce a 
use falling within Class E (a) and (b) of the The Town 
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Business 
Centre and 
Acorn 
Business 
Park 
    

floor space.  The new Use Class E does include cafes and restaurants, 
therefore the policy cannot restrict cafes and uses.   
 
ACTION – Bullet point needs revising.   
 

and Country Planning (Use Classes) (Amendment) 
(England) Regulations 2020.  This will allow all 
employment/business uses apart from retail and 
food/drink. 
 
 

Policy ELB3:  
Proposals for 
change of 
use 

Former B1 uses within Airedale Business Centre & Acorn Business Park are 
now included in the new Use Class E, which includes a wide range of uses.  
Therefore, COU within Use class E no longer constitute development.   
 
ACTION – Suggest consideration of this change on wording of policies ELB2 & 
3.  
 
 

This will be amended in the submission version. 
 
 

3.6.3 Issues 
 

Do the issues included here relate to supporting rural businesses? The ‘issues’ text in the draft NP refers to open spaces 
rather than business uses.  It will be changed to reflect 
the policy it is applicable to.  It will also include the 
text: ‘will be supported provided that they’  

Hyperlinks ACTION – Check that all hyperlinks included in the document work. 
 

This will be checked in the submission version. 
 

Objectives ACTION – Ensure wording of objectives listed within each policy section, e.g. 
Housing, is consistent with wording of list of objectives listed at 2.3. 
 

This will be checked in the submission version. 
 

Appendix 4: 
LGS 

This needs to confirm that the assessment has been carried out in line with 
CDCs LGS Assessment Jan 2017 and amended for Publication Dec 2017. 
https://www.cravendc.gov.uk/media/3048/local_green_space_assessment_-
december_2017.pdf   The April 21 draft NP currently states on page 49 that 
“The sites proposed as Local Green Spaces as part of Policy ENV.1 within the 
Neighbourhood Plan have been assessed in accordance with paragraphs 99-
100 of the NPPF and the methodology set out in the CDC Local Green Space 
Assessment (January 2017 Draft).”   
 
ACTION - Needs to also refer to “and CDC’s amended methodology for 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This will be amended in the submission version. 

https://www.cravendc.gov.uk/media/3048/local_green_space_assessment_-december_2017.pdf
https://www.cravendc.gov.uk/media/3048/local_green_space_assessment_-december_2017.pdf
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Publication Dec 2017”. 
 
ACTION – At present there seems to be two LGS assessment procedures 
included on pages 47 and 49.  Suggest that the procedure on page 47 needs 
deleting to be in line with Consultation Statement (Summary of Liaison with 
CDC). 
 
Have site owners been made aware of and given the opportunity to 
comment on the potential for their land to be designated as LGS?  If this 
consultation has been carried out it needs to be evidenced within the 
Bradley NP or Consultation Statement.   
 
ACTION – suggest that detail relating to whether this consultation has or has 
not been carried out is provided. 
 
In previous comments CDC officers raised concerns relating to the LGS 
assessment table included in appendix 4.  The April 21 draft NP now shows 
that the whole assessment table has been amended to reflect the CDC 
methodology, and is much improved.   It is noted however that site 
hectarages have been now been excluded from table; this makes it difficult 
to ascertain if the site is an extensive tract of land.   
 
Previous CDC officer comments noted that the LGS assessment table does 
not conclude that site 6 & site 13 are recommended for LGS designation.  
This has now been done and these sites are now recommended for LGS 
designation.  
 
Previous CDC officer comments were concerned with the Community value 
assessment for site 6, and also questioned if sites 13 and 15 were private 
gardens, and if so are they suitable for LGS designation?  In the April 21 draft 
of the NP the assessments of community value have been re-titled as “Test 1 Is 

the site reasonably close to the community is serves?” and the assessment in this column against 

Sites 6, 13 and 15 state that they are close to or within the community they 

 
 
This will be checked in the submission version. 
This will be amended in the submission version. 
 
 
 
 
The engagement activities will be fully explained in the 
Consultation Statement that will accompany the 
submission version of the NDP. 
 
 
 
 
 
It is possible to assess this by reference to the table 
and also the plan showing the location and extent of 
the proposed LGS sites in the NP.  The ‘extensive tract 
of land’ test is not defined and does not solely relate to 
size/hectarage but should be considered in context. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Part of sites 13 and all of site 15 look to be private 
garden.  These can accordingly be removed as 
proposed LGS as that would impose unduly restrictive 
requirements for domestic settings. 
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serve.   
 
Last 3 paragraphs on page 45 are unclear. It states that EA, NE & YWT were 
consulted but where is evidence of this and their responses?  It doesn’t seem 
to be contained at appendix 4 or within the Consultation Statement.  5th para 
on page 46 states that ‘Historic England were consulted and suggested 
modifications to the plan that were incorporated.’  Where is this 
information/suggested modifications presented?   
 
It is considered that sites 6 (at approx. 4ha), 9 (at approx. 1.8ha), 10 (at 
approx. 2.5ha) & 12 (at approx. 2.2ha) represent extensive tracts of land and 
that LGS designation on these sites would significantly affect the ability of 
Bradley to grow and develop in a sustainable way in the future.  CDC are 
concerned that the designation of these sites as LGS is not in conformity with 
the NPPF (2019) or Craven District Council Methodology for Assessing LGS 
sites (Dec 2017).   
 
It is considered that the Consultation Statement (Summary of Liaison with 
CDC) does not fully reflect the comments made by CDC above and on past 
drafts of the BNP. 
 
ACTION – Suggest that the Consultation Statement (Summary of Liaison with 
CDC) be updated to fully reflect CDC comments relating to LGS assessment 
with BBNP responses provided included.  
 
CDC is now happy that the LGS site assessments follow the principles of both 
CDC LGS methodology and the NPPF paras 99-100, however the Council still 
has concerns about the way the draft BNP has interpreted application of the 
methodology in relation to whether sites are extensive tracts of land.  The 
result of the assessment is that the draft BNP are still proposing that large 
areas of land is designated as LGS that will affect the ability of Bradley to 
grow and develop in a sustainable way in the future.  CDC have clearly set 
out their concerns in this regard when comments were provided on the Oct 

 
 
 
This will be included in the Consultation Statement 
that will accompany the submission version NDP. 
 
 
 
 
 
This is contested by the Neighbourhood Planning 
Group.  Large areas of land are retained outside of the 
proposed LGS designations and would allow for future 
expansion of the village outward from it’s core.  
Furthermore the extent and coverage of proposed LGS 
designations have been substantially reduced from the 
pre submission version NDP. 
 
 
 
 
 
It is not necessary to include CDC comments in full in 
the submission version. However the summary of 
comments in the consultation statement does state 
that CDC are concerned about the proposed LGS sites 
representing extensive tracts of land and application of 
the LP methodology. 
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2019 draft BNP.  CDC recognise that the NP Examination will consider 
whether the proposed NP meets the basic conditions, which includes 
whether the plan has regard to national policy.  This will include to whether 
the NP has specific regard to paras 99-100 of the NPPF. 
 

Appendix 5: 
Site Briefs 

The site brief for BB03 provides detailed guidance, setting out development 
principles relating to design and layout on this site. 
Recommend avoiding repeating policy wording from policies HOU1, HOU2 & 
HOU3.   No change has been made to the site brief.  Still repeats policy 
wording from policies HOU1, HOU2 and HOU3.  Also refers to the ‘Draft 
Craven Local Plan’ in the last paragraph.  CLP is now adopted. 
 
ACTION – Suggest amendments included in the Consultation Statement 
(Summary of Liaison with CDC) are incorporated into the BNP. 
 
Concern that there is a requirement for a Masterplan to be prepared prior to 
an application for outline PP.  Why is this a requirement?  Policy HOU1 could 
refer to the design required parameters without the need for a masterplan.   
 
ACTION – Suggest that this paragraph is amended to remove reference to 
Masterplanning and encourage pre-application engagement/consultation 
with the local community.  
 

See comments in HOU section re the NP being clear 
that it is not allocating this land for development as it 
is already allocated in the LP. 
 
The site brief has been amended since the earlier 
version and in accordance with the previously set out 
amendments.  References to HOU2 and HOU3 in the 
site brief section will be removed. 
 
 
The site brief will be amended to require application of 
the Building for a Healthy Life design assessment tool 
instead of a site wide masterplan. This is more 
proportionate and still ensures a robust design process 
and meaningful engagement with the community. 
 
 

Appendix 10: 
Glossary 

Previous CDC officer comments recommended that the glossary be included 
either at the start of the document or as an appendix within the NP 
document.  Glossary has not been included at start on BNP and unable to 
access Appendix 10 on website to check if glossary is included there (no link 
provided in table of contents of the BNP). 
 
ACTION – suggest that the Consultation Statement (Summary of Liaison with 
CDC) should include this comment together with a BNP response. 
 

This will be included in the submission version. 
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Table 3: Comments relating to the SEA & HRA Documents  

HRA & SEA 
Documents 

CDC Comment NDP RESPONSE 

General  SEA & HRA: One of the objectives for improving Bradley's environment is "minimising the 
impact of new development on the surrounding countryside, landscape and ecosystems". 
It could be argued that the extensive coverage of local green spaces put forward will 
force future development in the Bradley environs beyond the lifetime of this plan to be 
concentrated outside of the local green spaces, and hence a separation between the 
established village core and such new development. This objective would then not be 
fulfilled in the long-term. The judgement on the local green space designations in this 
context will depend on the inspector's view over just the lifetime of this plan or beyond. 
 

These points are dealt with in the proposed 
response to Appendix 4 (see table above). 

General  SEA & HRA: It remains the case that the still quite considerable area covered by local 
green space designations does not pose problems from the perspective of the HRA 
screening solely within the lifetime of the plan, but there are implications for SEA 
screening document. The SEA would still mention the potential long term social and 
economic implications (and indeed environmental problems as noted above). 
 

These points are dealt with in the proposed 
response to Appendix 4 (see table above). 

ENV2: Green 
Infrastructure 
Links 

HRA: The HRA document would need more clarity and evidence for Policy ENV2: Green 
infrastructure links - "provide a multi-functional green corridor that will be maintained so 
that Bradley does not merge with Skipton and is able to maintain its integrity as a rural 
community". How does this corridor have multi-functional uses - what are they, and 
where is the evidence for them? Later, the green links are referred as having 
"multifunctional wildlife, amenity and recreational resources". Amenity and recreational 
are very similar in terms of function, and it would be useful to provide some supporting 
evidence about the wildlife values of the green links. 
 

CDC have not raised issues with policy ENV2 
in previous consultation responses even 
though the policy remains the same and the 
HRA screening document issued last time 
was based on an identical policy and 
concluded that HRA was not required.  
Further explanation will be provided in the 
policy justification text in regard to the 
amenity, recreational and wildlife value of 
the land that this policy will apply. 

Section 3.3, 
Housing 

SEA & HRA: The objective "to minimise the impact of new development on the 
surrounding countryside, landscape and ecosystems" is problematic beyond the lifetime 
of the plan. As also referred to in the text in the first row of this section, beyond the 

See above comments re LGS. 
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timeframe of the plan, it is very much debatable whether this objective can be achieved, 
based on the extensive areas of local green spaces proposed.  

 
 

 

 

  



 

 

OFFICIAL  

 
APPENDIX 6 LIST OF STATUTORY BODIES AND PARISHES CONSULTED 

 

 


