Horsforth Town Council
Neighbourhood Plan
STATEMENT OF COMMUNITY CONSULTATION
Consultation on Draft Vision Objectives and Policy Intentions – January 2016
During January 2016, the Town Council published its draft Vision, Objectives and Policy Intentions
Document, accompanied by explanatory notes and a response questionnaire. In view of the 14 pages
formed by this document, it was not possible to distribute it to all households. However, all LS18
postcodes were delivered the guidance notes and questionnaire and asked to look at the full
document online or visit the Library or Town Council office to view hard copies of it.
There were 200 detailed responses to the questionnaire with overall approval of the Vision,
Objectives and Policy Intentions set out. 382 free form comments were made to clarify responses.
The appendices below contain a summary of the consultation questionnaires and results under
appendices 5A and 5B respectively.
Resulting from work on the consultations and analysis by the working group, the current presubmission draft version of the NP has been produced. This sets out the policy and land use proposals
which the Town Council is minded to include in the NP. This current document enables the
community to take the final opportunity to comment and suggest improvements which can be
incorporated in the plan before it is submitted to Leeds City Council to be examined and confirmed as
the NP for Horsforth.

Appendix 5A – Consultation Questionnaire on Vision, Objectives and Policy Intentions Document

HORSFORTH TOWN COUNCIL
Horsforth Neighbourhood Plan
Policy Intentions Document – January 2016
THIS IS YOUR OPPORTUNITY TO INFLUENCE THE PLAN’S FINAL CONTENT - WE NEED YOUR FEEDBACK TO GET IT RIGHT!

Do you agree with the plan’s Vision and Objectives? (p.4)

YES

NO

YES

NO

YES

NO

YES

NO

Comments:

A.

Do you agree with the Green Environment Policies (p.6/7)
If you don’t agree, which ones don’t you agree with?

GE1

GE2

GE3

GE4

Comments:

B.

Do you agree with the Built Environment and Conservation Policies? (p.7/8)
If you don’t agree, which ones don’t you agree with?

BE1

BE2

Comments:

C.

Do you agree with the Development and Design Policies? (p.8/9)
If you don’t agree, which ones don’t you agree with?

DD1
Comments:

DD2

DD3

D.

Do you agree with the Housing Policies? (p.9/10)

YES

NO

YES

NO

YES

NO

YES

NO

If you don’t agree, which ones don’t you agree with?

H1

H2

H3

H4

Comments:

E.

Do you agree with the Employment and Shopping Policies? (p.10/12)
If you don’t agree, which ones don’t you agree with?

ES1

ES2

ES3

Comments:

F.

Do you agree with the Community Facilities and Services Policies? (p.12/13)
If you don’t agree, which ones don’t you agree with?

CFS1

CFS2

CFS3

CFS4

Comments:

G.

Do you agree with the Traffic and Transport Policies? (p.13)
If you don’t agree, which ones don’t you agree with?

TT1
Comments:

TT2

TT3

Possible Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) Priorities
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Please rank 1 to 9

Tackling litter, fly-tipping and graffiti
Encouraging recycling
Provision of street furniture and signage
Subsidising business rates
Farmer’s and other community markets
Grant scheme for property improvements for shops and small businesses
Improving and providing new youth services / facilities
Improving and providing new elderly people services / facilities
Improving to non-adopted Horsforth paths

ABOUT YOU
It would really help us if you could give us your post code. There are a few more questions
about you that it would be helpful to know. Please only answer if you are comfortable
doing so.

What is your post code?

Would you like to be kept in touch with NP progress and receive an emailed copy of the
summary to these responses? Please provide your email address below so that the Town
Council can send you directly NP information and questionnaire results:

Horsforth Town Council will
publish the full results of this
consultation and use the response
to draw up a consultation version
of the full

NAME:
ADDRESS:

TELEPHONE NUMBER:

Neighbourhood Plan. This will go
out for further consultation to all of
Horsforth during 2016 and later be
tested for soundness by LCC.

EMAIL:
PLEASE FOLD AND RETURN YOUR COMPLETED QUESTIONNAIRE BEFORE FRIDAY 15TH JANUARY 2016

Appendix 5B – Summary of Consultation on Vision, Objectives and Policy Intentions Document

Horsforth Town Council
Community Consultation on
Vision, Objectives and Policy Intentions
for the
Horsforth Neighbourhood Plan
Summary of Responses from Survey carried out
during January and February 2016

Supporting information for the preparation of
Horsforth Neighbourhood Plan

Horsforth Town Council, Mechanics Institute, Town Street, Horsforth, Leeds LS18 5BL
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Outline and Introduction
This document contains the analysed responses of Horsforth resident surveys carried out during
December 2015 to February 2016. The survey concentrated on draft texts for the Horsforth
Neighbourhood Plan specifically in the topics below: •
•
•

Vision – a statement of future expectations for Horsforth in respect of planning issues
relating to Leeds Core Strategy.
Objectives – A list of statements supporting the Vision statement.
Policy and Land Use Intentions – Seven sections setting out a series of outline policies for the
green environment, built environment and conservation, development and design, housing,
employment and shopping, community facilities and services, and traffic and transport.

The questionnaire and accompanying notes were hand delivered to 9,000 LS18 postcodes (all of
Horsforth), with about 200 questionnaires being specifically hand delivered or collected from the
Library or Town Council Offices. Additionally, social media and email lists were used to provide the
questionnaire and notes to about 1000 contacts, directing them to the Town Council website, where
the full document set could be downloaded. The questionnaire was not delivered to local businesses.
The questionnaire and notes are reproduced in the Appendices 1 to 3 at the end of this report. An
overall question was asked seeking acceptance or not, with comments, about the Vision and
Objectives statement. Seven individual questions were then asked about the seven policy topics
listed above seeking acceptance or not, allowing individual policies to be identified and for any
comments to be made. There was a question relating to the preferred use of Community
Infrastructure Levy (CIL) funds. The last section required input of a postcode at least, and other
contact information, on a voluntary basis.
Responses to this consultation will help the Town Council to develop further: -

The final text of the Visions and Objectives statement.
The detail of each of the various policies within the seven policy topics.

These will then form the draft text of a full version of the Neighbourhood Plan, which will then go out
to consultation with the local community and wider Leeds authorities.

Summary
200 responses were received to the survey. This is a disappointingly low response, but the
questionnaire came at a time when Horsforth residents have been subjected to multiple
questionnaires from the Town Council on the Neighbourhood Plan, and from Leeds City Council on
the Site Allocations Plan proposals and the Airport Link Road. Some have regarded this as too much
consultation!
Additionally, the content of the Policy Intentions Document was 14 pages of detailed information and
a map of sometimes complex planning content and it is possible that some regarded this as too much
for them to absorb.
Overall there is acceptance of the Vision and Objectives statements.
Overall all the policy topics and the proposed outline policies were accepted. However, a few
commented that it was difficult to agree to undeveloped outline policies – but this will be addressed
in consultation of the full draft Neighbourhood Plan. There was a general desire for the policies to be
worded strongly, without ambiguity.
General comments and other Comments – These are set out on the following pages in full without
editing, and so therefore contain comments that may not be relevant and may be regarded in some

cases as derogatory. The relevant comments will be extracted and used to develop the final individual
policies. The original responses have been retained to tie the specific comment onto the policy
number that the comment is about.
Opening Question
Do you agree with the plan's Vision and Objectives? (page 4)
Answer Options
Yes
No
Comments

answered question
skipped question

Response
Percent

Response
Count

84.5%
15.5%

164
30
74
194
6

Objectives
90.0%
80.0%
70.0%
60.0%
50.0%

Yes

40.0%

No

30.0%
20.0%
10.0%
0.0%
Yes

No

Comments
Do you really need all those words? - plain English???
But I do not agree with the SAP sites for Horsforth!
Only if the WHOLE package is delivered.
I do not wish to see expansion of Trinity University.
Well balanced, includes all the key elements.
Too much 'unsympathetic' development - take the development of Bramley as an example!
The village identity will be lost, Horsforth will just become an extension of Kirkstall and Leeds.
ALL elements are essential.
Mostly agree, but I would like to see more opposition to proposed housing.
If your intent is to preserve and conserve, stop Redrow building.
If your intent is to preserve and conserve built identity, someone should tell Redrow.
Stop Redrow and other housebuilding companies developing housing sites on green land.
Though I think it's a bit optimistic to suggest that infrastructure etc. will have kept pace with proposed housing
growth when there's no apparent current proposal(s) to do that within strategy policies.
Include a commitment to a full range of housing provision, i.e. sheltered and affordable housing.
I agree with all except expansion of Trinity University.
The roads and schools will not be able to cope, even with substantial improvements.
Integration is mentioned, but no mention specifically about LBA Rail Link or Woodside, or Calverley/Rodley
Stations or shambles of lack of car parking for Horsforth side or the road spur to LBA. Joined up thinking needed.
NO MORE HOUSES.
It would help if you had put the correct website name on your document!
Retaining the village identity and conserving heritage are very important.

I've been bidding since 1995 and you have never offered me one. Please, if there's any built can you offer me
one or two bedroom flat or house, if not I'm going to ombudsman, I have some priority.
Due to family illness and demands we are unable to access the policy document. We are particularly concerned
about any development on the A65 'Strawberry Fields' and the effect on an already inadequate A65.
Broadly agree, but Horsforth should reject the 'inevitable share'. There are vast under-used brownfield sites
elsewhere in Leeds.
It seems everything is covered.
The greenbelt needs to be preserved.
It merges Horsforth with Rawdon
This form is nonsensical / doesn't fit with what has been given / it needs completely re-issuing in a format that we
ordinary residents understand. Why wasn't it checked before issuing?
Can't be arsed to read some airbag Council document. Just noticed, you ought to send it out to get feedback.
No more houses 'not one', until we get 4 fly-over's - 1 Fleece Roundabout, 2 Woodside Roundabout, 3 Old Ball
Roundabout, 4 Junction Kirkstall Forge, Hawksworth Road, Abbey Road.
I agree, although it does feel very idealistic, aiming to achieve sustainable population growth, whilst preserving
infrastructure, town character and designated spaces - probably not very realistic in reality!
My overriding comment is that this questionnaire only really asks for comments on some vague policies that it
would be difficult to disagree with. It does not provide much opportunity to constructive comment on the plans
themselves.
I already feel the visions and Objectives are losing pace with realty after the initial development at Clariant.
Infrastructure (particularly road) is already at breaking point.
Appalling! The areas around Horsforth roundabout Rawdon Road, infrastructure cannot cope now and that's
before even all the new houses at Clariant come on stream!
Keen to preserve identity and ensure infrastructure supports growth in residential.
Objectives - agree.
Vision - a laudable one, but perhaps a dose of 'rose tinted glasses' about it. The outer urban and green space is
going to be facing enormous pressure now.
The Objectives to preserve the village identity and natural heritage and landscapes, whilst encouraging more
cycling and walking, are particularly important.
However positive the vision and Objectives are, it doesn't detract from the fact that I, along with many others in
Horsforth, do not accept the inevitable share of Leeds population and housing growth. Hasn't Horsforth had its
fair share of houses? Clariant, Riverside, Kirkstall Forge etc.? How can Horsforth's village identity possibly
remain intact with 2000 more houses?
More emphasis needed on the protection of the greenbelt. More emphasis on encouraging less car use.
Needs more focus on environmental implications and on protection of the greenbelt.
Horsforth is already too built up.
Eventual urban sprawl if all housing plans are allowed - then with the lack of greenbelt Horsforth / Rawdon /
Cookridge / Farsley will become as one.
VISION: Your vision will have totally changed by 2028.
OBJECTIVES: Your village identity and green spaces will be gone.
Good to have our say.
Limited development is fine, not on greenbelt and not on the scale proposed.
Too many houses, this was a village, not anymore.
We would not have a housing problem if we did not have open EU borders.
The Utopian vista described is not compatible with the removal of a great many green spaces, loss of wildlife and
increased noise.
I do not agree with the premise that Horsforth needs to accept an inevitable share or quota of housing linked to
Leeds Core Strategy or that its green spaces will be protected or enhanced.
All the Objectives, with the exception of Trinity University, already too big.
Trinity University is already over-impacting nearby housing in terms of excessive on-street parking and litter.
'Growth' must include more onsite parking facilities.
Possible addition of 'as a minimum' before 'proportionate' in Objectives, bullet point 2, because infrastructure,
facilities and services are already stretched.
On the whole it would be difficult not to agree with these worthy Objectives - but words on paper are just that,
until they are actually implemented.
In theory, these are all desirable goals, however we have struggled to achieve them before excess building,
therefore I am worried that in practice - building will only make this worse.
Clear and well written.
No. I think there are too many new homes in Horsforth already - plus offices with no parking. I lived in a two up
two down, only gaslights, in Woodville Avenue with fields all around, now look at Horsforth. A town, a city nearly,
not enough road to take anymore.
It will be difficult to achieve.
Our feeling is that whatever we - the ordinary citizen - think, you will ignore us and do as you please. So there is
little significance in this survey.
We do not agree with developing areas 7 HG2-41 and 8 HG2-42 which will cause problems at the roundabout
due to the increase in traffic.
Difficult to see how to preserve Horsforth's 'village identity' if green space between Horsforth and Rawdon is for
building and road construction (Calverley Lane, airport link road).

Horsforth does not need any more houses or shops or new developments. I do not support the growth of Trinity
University.
How can you protect, enhance and add to Horsforth's natural heritage by approving the building of homes on
local green belt?
How can you protect, enhance and add to Horsforth's natural heritage by building in excess of 2,000 homes on
local green spaces?
I do wish we were not so bound to the whims of LCC and the Core Strategy
I fully support the Town Councils Plan. We must do everything we can to stop Leeds City Council from
decimating our green belt areas.
However, the rest of the plan does not properly reflect these Objectives, particularly regarding green space.
It is essential we protect Horsforth "village" identity rather than becoming an urban scrawl of the Leeds
Metropolis. We need to ensure that rail and public transport is improved before any future house building. The
state of the traffic is a major cause of pollution and stress in the vicinity of Horsforth.
Development is inevitable and must be welcomed BUT ONLY if it is sustainable by the means of ensuring the
traffic, health and educational needs of the area are satisfied.
Broadly, yes
I think the document sets the right tone for its purpose, but I remain very concerned by proposed housing
expansion, school place issues and traffic congestion.
The idea that Horsforth is a village of some sort is laughable. The current government is a stumbling block with
its attitude to planning regulations, house building and green issues.
There should be no building on green belt and the council should not support it
But yet to see this vision in practice particularly around health, schools and roads (transport).
The new Clarion site has not delivered yet the 30 bus runs every day, many times a day, without any passengers.
I agree with the visions and Objectives for Horsforth but feel it is unfair that their implementation is reliant on the
Leeds City Council planning policies.
Although I am disappointed to see the words 'accepted'. I feel all unsustainable development should be
challenged and stopped. Horsforth needs smaller scale developments for young couples - not 5 bedroomed
luxury detached houses.
I wish there were a way to resist many of the new housing proposals but given the circumstances the visions and
Objectives seem the best way to steer proposals.
The Vision and Objectives are fine, but as evidenced by the Housing section of the Policy and Land Use
Intentions (PLUID), HTC will have little or no say in where or how many houses are built in Horsforth and
therefore has little chance of achieving them. More worryingly, there are no plans for the development of new
schools or medical and dental services in the time frame covered by the Policy Intentions Document, and there
are no policy statements in the PLUID about how continual increases in traffic volumes will be managed.
Increasing the number of car parking spaces is not the answer.
I see no need to retain the library or activity centres unless there is sufficient demand/use. I am a cyclist (and car
user) but see no need to provide specific cycling facilities - nor any need for the Town Council to have a policy for
less reliance on cars.
Horsforth is particularly hilly - and therefore with its inherent difficulties which limit the potential for cycling.
Horsforth is not an island and is a small area (when considering transportation) - and therefore the Town Council
cannot (and should not) waste its time in trying to influence car usage.

A).
Do you agree with the Green Environment Policies? (pages 6 and 7)
Answer Options
Yes
No
GE1
GE2
GE3
GE4
Comments

Response
Percent

Response
Count

85.8%
13.7%
10.5%
6.8%
7.4%
7.9%

163
26
20
13
14
15
49
190
10

answered question
skipped question

Do you agree with the Green Environment Policies? (pages 6 and 7)

100.0%
90.0%
80.0%
70.0%
60.0%
50.0%
40.0%
30.0%
20.0%
10.0%
0.0%
Yes

No

GE1

GE2

GE3

GE4

Comments
GE1 - development is adverse.
Opposed to LCC proposals to develop upon the greenbelt.
Horsforth has sufficient 'urban sprawl'. No more please.
Plot 7 on proposed site allocation map is 'special area' yet up to 960 houses proposed?
GE1 - vital to retain that what separates Horsforth from Rawdon.
GE2 - where are the thoughts re airport link road?
Green / agricultural land must remain, any development on green is NOT acceptable.
Green land / agricultural land must remain; any development or enhancement is not acceptable.
If it's green / agricultural land, then leave it exactly that and stop developing on it.
No development on green space.
Agree with all four.
HG2 - 46 - Delap Waterworks should not be developed for housing, should be amalgamated with the Outwood.
I don't disagree as such, but the term 'adverse' is subjective.
Protect green spaces at all costs.
GE4 - sensible but not excessive devotion on this one.
Eh? What page 6/7 - if doing this properly, supply the info.
No more houses, no more cars, until we get the roads put right.
A huge proportion of the proposed site allocations at in Conservation Areas or Special Landscape Areas. I
would want all other sites to be exhausted before these are considered.
Language is very vague and fails to identify what is the 'designated area'.
Needs to specifically protect urban green corridor against any development or change of use.
But if GE1 hasn't stopped housing sites HC2-2, 3, 4, 13, 41, then more of the special landscape area needs to
be made green space, e.g. all of the hill around Hunger Hills Wood, not just the wood.

If 2000 houses are built on greenbelt and other green spaces in Horsforth, the above offer at best piecemeal
attempt to offer tiny 'enhancements'. Protect our green spaces by not building on them in the first place.
More emphasis of the protection of the greenbelt.
No more houses under any circumstances.
Choose how well meaning, at the end of the day the powers in charge will do as they wish.
GE1 different building companies, will have different styles. GE2 to GE4 this space could be saved by sticking
to BROWN sites.
We used to have plenty of green fields, not anymore.
Horsforth's green areas have habitats and woodlands, not for housing.
Again, a Utopian statement, having lost a huge chunk of Horsforth's green spaces, is this relevant?
I do not agree with the premise that special landscape areas and green space should be built on. The most
effective way of protecting the green space is not to build on it.
Yes, in general, but I think that HG2-41 should be included in the greenbelt.
Strongly agree - need to aggressively protect green spaces.
Why is it everything green inside Horsforth has to be built on? Our estates are full of cars at school time, we
need better parking for cars. Look what you are doing for bike riders. More lay-bys, get rid of ugly grass verges,
and overhanging hedges and trees need to be kept tidy and not overgrown.
We must maintain our green space.
But much rests on the mechanism for identifying designated areas.
Be mindful of measures that would reduce the possibility of flooding: more trees, 'sink' areas etc.
One of the most important aspects of the neighbourhood plan!
A quiet, peaceful area cannot be enhanced by building houses on it.
I do not see how development with housing can enhance a quiet peaceful area.
These need to be as strong as possible to protect our green belt and green spaces
GE3 is not being taken seriously. If the land between Calverley Lane and A65 is built on this will completely
change the character of this area of Horsforth.
With the strongest possible requirement to protect Horsforth's Green Belt from being built on.
I am concerned that GE1 and GE4 do not go far enough as they only protect against 'adverse' development,
but not development full stop. We don't want Horsforth to be swallowed up on all sides and left with no green
space (e.g. Site Allocations 4 and 7 on the map are of particular concern - the Aire Valley is gradually being
swallowed up by developments).
Again it is a struggle against a central government which is not green. How do you hope to ensure compliance
of companies whose primary goal is profit?
Ge1 I don't agree with any development in Horsforth and think it's unnecessary
Ge4 will scientific data be used to identify nature conservation assets
GE1 is not adequately protective of Horsforth Special Landscape Area. I am opposed to any development at all
in these designated areas.
GE4 - Will scientific data and analysis be used to identify "nature conservation assets"?
How will you ensure this after all the builders and companies get contracts and start the work?
Our green spaces must be protected at all costs. No development should be allowed on green space - we have
more than enough brown space.
I agree in principal with the policies but feel there should be some provision to protect Special Landscape areas
against the over development proposed in the Leeds SAP
... but the LCC Site Allocation Plan will determine the classification of designated areas.

B).
Do you agree with the Built Environment and Conservation Policies? (pages 6 and 7)
Answer Options
Yes
No
BE1
BE2
Comments

Response
Percent

Response
Count

91.4%
8.6%
3.2%
5.9%

171
16
6
11
28
187
13

answered question
skipped question

Do you agree with the Built Environment and Conservation Policies? (pages
6 and 7)
100.0%
90.0%
80.0%
70.0%
60.0%
50.0%
40.0%
30.0%
20.0%
10.0%
0.0%
Yes

No

BE1

BE2

Comments
Again, if your idea is to keep Horsforth heritage, who let Redrow build their 'abode' range of homes? Utter
garbage!!!
The new 'abode' range on Redrow, Low Hall Lane, are not in keeping with the area. They look dreadful.
Broadly speaking, however, the conservation areas should promote linkages / green wildlife corridors between
them and not be solely regarded as distinct areas.
Strongly agree, in particular 'St Margaret's' Church Hall and Calverley Lane former college buildings (BE1 and
BE2).
Important to get the list (BE2) in place before too late!
Rather vague policies.
Eh? What are you on about, there's no 7/8 - idiots.
Too many cars on the roads of Horsforth.
BE2 - it obviously depends on what is meant by 'sympathetic enhancement'.
Leave these areas as they are.
They might seem good in theory, but try putting into practice. All good intentions, don't always materialise.
Keep Horsforth a village.
But need to agree policies.
The policies are incomplete and / or ambiguous. They also assume that development should take place in the
Local Heritage Areas.
To include Hunger Hill Woods.
Insufficient information.
More building means less green spaces to soak up water, the Boxing Day floods were bad enough, excess
building WILL make this worse.
What does special landscape areas mean?
But - see response to Q2.
I do not agree that building will protect the area.

I cannot agree that building will protect the area.
It is most important that the 3 conservation management plans are kept fresh and up to date. They should be
included as reference documents within the NP - along with the Horsforth Design Statement.
All proposed building / developments should protect heritage sites and be sympathetic to the locality.
You can't agree with something not set out yet.
Further consultation on specific areas
There should be further consultation on specific areas.
How can I comment when all of these are yet to be agreed and no details are there?

C).
Do you agree with the Development and Design Policies? (pages 8 and 9)
Answer Options
Yes
No
DD1
DD2
DD3
Comments

Response
Percent

Response
Count

91.0%
9.0%
4.2%
5.3%
3.7%

172
17
8
10
7
20
189
11

answered question
skipped question

Do you agree with the Development and Design Policies? (pages 8 and 9)

100.0%
90.0%
80.0%
70.0%
60.0%
50.0%
40.0%
30.0%
20.0%
10.0%
0.0%
Yes

No

DD1

DD2

DD3

Comments
There are many small businesses struggling due to the downturn and high rentals - will they be reimbursed if
they need to alter frontages to comply with policy?
This needs implementing now, not in 2017, it will be too late, developers cramming houses with no garden space.
This needs implementing now! (DD1) Space? See Redrow - no garden space. Cramming houses on small plots ugly new build.
This must be acted on now, too many houses in small space with no gardens. See Redrow.
Try to enforce shop frontages.
DD2 very difficult to alter firm's 'corporate image'!
Should also make it a requirement to change existing shop frontages which are not in keeping with guidelines
within a reasonable time frame.
The street scene is important and shop fronts and signage should respect this.
Again, how can these be agreed with when nothing concrete is set out. In practice what influence would
Horsforth Town Council actually have over large developers?
No more development is needed.
At the end of the day the developers have the upper hand and will do as they please.
Ref 21 is greenbelt and not for 30 houses, no, no, NO.
These policies are laudable, but as in Redrow’ s recent failure to plant trees, are they practical?
The policy as drafted is non-specific and open to interpretation.
But some recent shop frontages are too gaudy / out of character, e.g. nail bar opposite Morrison’s, hairdresser
opposite the library.
The muddy car park opposite Morrison’s could be a communal square or a presentable, neater and useable car
parking space.
But - see response to Q2.

However there needs to be an appropriate push to prevent all the housing development that is proposed.
Horsforth infrastructure cannot take the additional population.
I think it is too late. Development is already piecemeal and some vision of 1930s England is not what I want to
see. Good design but not stuck in the past.
IN theory yes but what is actually going to be set out?

D).
Do you agree with the Housing Policies? (pages 9 and 10)
Answer Options
Yes
No
H1
H2
H3
H4
Comments

Response
Percent

Response
Count

74.9%
24.6%
10.7%
10.2%
16.0%
11.8%

140
46
20
19
30
22
59
187
13

answered question
skipped question

Do you agree with the Housing Policies? (pages 9 and 10)
80.0%
70.0%
60.0%
50.0%

40.0%
30.0%
20.0%
10.0%
0.0%
Yes

No

H1

H2

H3

H4

Comments
Very concerned about the level of development proposed by LCC.
Too many houses.
Far too many residential houses proposed - the strain on schools, doctors, traffic pollution will be
unmanageable!
No more housing. What is built is not 'affordable housing'. The young people of Horsforth cannot afford any of
these houses.
Change 'may' to 'will'.
I do not wish to see any further development of housing in Horsforth, particularly in the green corridor.
Horsforth will topple over with more homes, stand up to LCC, no more homes.
Horsforth will topple over with more houses, stand up to LCC and their SAP. There are other spaces in Leeds
instead of our greenbelt.
You will swallow up and destroy Horsforth with more houses. Tell LCC and their SAP to look elsewhere and
leave the greenbelt.
Horsforth should not become a retirement village.
Infrastructure first (roads, stations, schools, parking, doctor and dental surgeries). Total suggested is unrealistic
- how many unoccupied houses in the area? Policies not strong enough.
However, the existing green buffer zones around Horsforth must be protected and remain.
Presumably McCarthy Stone gave commuted sums instead of 10 dwellings, Brownberrie Lane.
Mention is made of corresponding infrastructure development, but NOT in the policies.
Discriminating, I've waited since 1995, please offer me a property.
See first comment above.
Recent flooding should be taken into consideration.

H2 - promote the idea of underground car parks, especially for apartment type housing - fairly prevalent in
France.
We need more social housing, not 'affordable' homes.
This is a mess - pointless.
Roads or flyovers first, houses second.
How does building 4, 5, and 6 bed detached houses help the young and homeless - on cramped Horsforth
areas?
The policy should attempt to control the mix of housing types to ensure an adequate supply of 'affordable' and
starter homes, and also retirement and independent living homes.
H2, H3, H4 'must satisfy' the local community NOT 'may require'.
A much stronger statement required.
Rather than building new developments, surely it would be more beneficial to improve existing developments
and make them more accessible for those in need.
Language such as 'may' and 'will set out' are not acceptable terms in a document such as this.
We need social housing as well as 'affordable'. Developers should provide local shops, doctors, etc.
The housing crisis means more social housing should be built, not 'less affordable', more social housing.
The Core Strategy has too many houses already suggested, building areas are on special landscape areas.
There will be very little green space left.
None of them - leave this area alone. There are plenty of brownfield sites to utilise.
Too many new build housing sites - eventually becoming urban sprawl - greenbelt erosion - and facilities
overwhelmed, e.g. health provisions, transport etc.
H1 - you have not allocated where the houses are.
H2 - money making scheme for the elderly.
I oppose all greenbelt development, ref no 7, 8, 4, 17, 14 and 15.
No. Too expensive for our children, 4 generations and have to live elsewhere.
Why should Horsforth pay the price? - greenbelt and for over building.
Sounds good, but practically every housing development is sorted out by the builder - any affordable housing
on Redrow yet?
The policies as drafted as incomplete and / or ambiguous, words such as 'may' and 'will set out' should not be
used. 'Will set out' is not complete. 'May' is open to interpretation.
Far too much housing for Horsforth.
We have many large under-occupied houses in Horsforth - but few bungalows to downsize to. Horsfordians
don't generally want to move to Cookridge to find a bungalow!
I agree with other areas, but would prefer further consultation regarding exact percentage of affordable housing.
If a developer promises to build a school for houses, then the school should be built FIRST.
No information.
Park Lane Campus - # - should be college education available locally - too much traffic.
The general Objectives appear ok, but we must satisfy ourselves that there is no building on 'green' areas until
all other options have been considered.
We do not agree with developing areas 7 HG2-41 and 8 HG2-42 which will cause problems at the roundabout
due to increase in traffic.
Affordable / retirement / disability provision will become even more important.
H3. Definition of 'affordable'?
H4. How is the evidence to be collected?
I would think people buying affordable housing would like to be on a bus route.
Will the provision of affordable housing, including retirement homes, be on a bus route?
No more new-builds in Horsforth.
H1: Allocated sites eat up way too much green space.
Compelling builders to do the right thing, building truly affordable eco-friendly houses seems to be impossible
(Clariant). I don't think numbers of new housing is a problem, but providing suitable infrastructure and services
is.
The policy ideas you have outlined are very non-specific with regards to the layout and design of developments.
Further consultation is needed with regards to specific development sites.
I would support increased provision for suitable housing for elderly and disabled people over and above the
Core Strategy requirements, which you have alluded to but not committed to in H4.
Very non-specific and needs further consultation regarding individual sites
I am really against further development on the green space along the A65, the roads are already grid locked,
and I’m concerned about the effect it will have on local wildlife. The green space is one of the things which
makes Horsforth such a nice place to live, and I can’t believe building housing estates on it is even being
considered.
Failed on or at the old Clarion paint factory site. Affordable housing: I think not with 4 and 5 bed houses coming
in at £450,000 to £600,000 more than my house is worth and mine is bigger in sq. feet.
There is no mention of housing for young people and families - who will the future life blood of Horsforth. I
would be disappointed to see our older residents given priority over young people. It is young people and
families who will see Horsforth prosper and develop.
As long as there is no over development
Will the policy have teeth or will it, like many other areas of the PLUID, be subservient in key areas to LCC?

E).
Do you agree with the Employment and Shopping Policies? (pages 10 and 11)
Answer Options
Yes
No
ES1
ES2
ES3
Comments

Response
Percent

Response
Count

81.2%
17.7%
12.4%
12.4%
7.0%

151
33
23
23
13
42
186
14

answered question
skipped question

Do you agree with the Employment and Shopping Policies? (pages 10 & 11)

90.0%
80.0%
70.0%
60.0%
50.0%
40.0%
30.0%
20.0%
10.0%
0.0%
Yes

No

ES1

ES2

ES3

Comments
I do not wish there to be ANY expansion of Trinity University.
ES1 / ES2 - change to what?
No further expansion acceptable due to lack of parking.
Retail outlets are essential in Horsforth, local businesses should be maintained and supported.
Cannot comment as the detail provided for change in use is not clear in the document provided.
University expansion is essential for the economy.
University should be permitted to expand, the campus is focal and well thought out.
Expanding universities should be allowed, if well thought out, this is a need.
Shopping and trade can only be improved by being linked to improved parking and public transport.
I do not want expansion of Trinity University in any form.
BUT too many charity shops; and control of fast food outlets etc. needs to be more strongly emphasised.
Generally New Roadside is a poor shopping centre, no worthwhile shops at all, only charity shops and
restaurants / eateries, far too many, can't buy a shirt in New Roadside.
Hope you can crack down on 'takeaways'.
I would agree with this if there was evidence of voids in these areas which does not appear to be the case.
Extremely vague, difficult to ascertain exactly what these policies mean!
ES1 - provide underground car parking (chargeable) where possible, e.g. Crabtree site in Town Street.
Development should discourage more traffic.
80% of students do not live on campus, as this grows the policy needs to accommodate additional
infrastructure (particularly transport). The Council should also be mindful of the University NOT making its
planned growth in student numbers and the impact on the economy.
In part - need to park on / near the site.

Further non-retail use should be discouraged, particularly takeaways and bars, but better for the street scene to
have shops rather than empty and decaying premises.
Over the past few years, there has been a decline in retail on these sites - encourage more retail to encourage
localised shopping - investing more in our own economy.
Re Trinity University parking, my son (at Bath University) received written notification that he could not travel by
car to the campus (unless disabled). Why not tell Trinity University students the same?
Again, it's difficult to comment due to their draft nature, 'may set out' - NOT SPECIFIC.
Policies are vague. We do not need any more supermarkets, nor retail parks. Independent shops should be
encouraged. Expansion of the University should not be at the expense of more traffic
More supermarkets, expansion of University will bring more traffic, causing chaos with deadlocks. There are
enough supermarkets and retail parks - more independent shops and social housing is needed. And green
space.
Horsforth is fine as it is!!
Need money spent to keep Town Street shops open so the supermarkets don't take over. Build some more
manufacturing or light industry to employ people, not opening more takeaway shops etc.
Any new businesses, office or otherwise, must be able to provide enough parking for their needs and refrain
from using residential streets nearby as their own personal car park.
It's not always about shopping and employment - DO NOT destroy Horsforth.
Parking of student cards on the pavement near the junction of Layton Road / West End is a hazard and double
yellow lines need extending.
Difficult to comment except in specific cases, of 'non-retail' uses.
These policies are incomplete and are draft. Please ask whether I agree with them once completed.
High Streets should be retail establishments, preferably independent.
No more fast-food or coffee shop chains. More help for genuine independent High Street businesses and
retailers, NOT just charity shops.
No more fast-food or coffee shop chains. Independent shops, more help for genuine independent High Street
businesses (not charity shops).
Better public transport is required for students at Trinity. They should be discouraged from bringing their cars to
campus.
With a request for extended opening hours for any businesses which wish to do so (convenience stores,
supermarkets, catering, etc.).
area should be retained for retail use
The policy doesn't seem to exist as a policy.
We should keep, protect and support our local shops
Policy may set or policy might set.
Set what - not clear lacks details
But please can we also not allow any more Charity Shops

F).
Do you agree with the Community Facilities and Services Policies? (pages 12 and
13)
Answer Options
Yes
No
CFS1
CFS2
CFS3
CSF4
Comments

Response
Percent

Response
Count

85.5%
14.5%
2.7%
4.8%
5.4%
4.3%

159
27
5
9
10
8
39
186
14

answered question
skipped question

Do you agree with the Community Facilities and Services Policies? (pages
12 and 13)
90.0%
80.0%
70.0%
60.0%
50.0%
40.0%
30.0%
20.0%
10.0%
0.0%
Yes

No

CFS1

CFS2

CFS3

CSF4

Comments
It is disappointing that you did not investigate the capacity of local GP practices and dentists before issuing this
draft document, so a clear intention could be made on the issue for local people to comment on at this stage, it
being such an important issue.
I agree insufficient rail station parking is a real problem, clogging up local roads.
Also I just wonder if spending money on cycling routes is justified!
CFS3 needs to be stronger on school’s provision. 'Long term' plans need to align with housing plans. No good
building all the houses before the school places are available.
Will site refs HG1-96, 97 & 99 be in Horsforth secondary catchment?
Also to apply to existing schools.
You're selling out to the developers.
Selling out to the highest bidders, shame on you, keep Horsforth quaint like Shadwell, and don’t turn it onto
Seacroft.
Easy money selling out to all developers, that's what seems important to you, not the local Horsforth area.
I suspect that the majority of respondents will be in older age groups - care must be taken that this does not
bias services within the community away from the younger demographic.
New and existing private and state schools must have adequate parking and pick-up provision.
CFS1 replace 'will' with 'must'. CFS2 add 'must' between 'and MUST encourage'. In both CFS3&4 delete 'will'
and 'may' and replace with MUST.
HG2 - 43 should be retained for additional school requirements.
Drop off and pick up do need catering for.
I think that a stronger word than 'resist' should be used, e.g. 'oppose'.
Surely if we have 2000 new properties we will need more Doctors etc.?
What is all this?
A flyover over Newlay Bridge/Newlay Lane, a short cut to Bramley up Pollard Lane.
We need clean air to breathe - no more cars - more public transport.

Facilities and services are a main concern for me. The current situation is a key attraction for me living in
Horsforth and needs to be maintained.
Should say the policy 'will' NOT 'may' set out requirements.
Needs to be much more strongly worded.
Before we plan new school infrastructure, surely we should gauge how many young families will require them
and who will actually move into the proposed developments.
I don't agree with school drop-off areas. These encourage car use on the school journey, where most local
pupils would be better off walking to school.
Hard to comment on incomplete policies and as has happened many times before, developers say one thing
but do not adhere to it.
Strawberry Fields is a poor choice for a new school. Horsforth College already has education buildings and
sports facilities.
No idea what you are talking about.
Try providing the young people, say between 13-18, with some new pastimes, keeping them off the streets and
out of trouble.
Impossible to predict until we have full knowledge of what building is going to occur in Horsforth in the near
future.
These policies are incomplete and are draft or a statement of intent, as opposed to policy.
Further medical facilities DEFINITELY needed if 3,000 houses are built!
Needs to include 'subject to evidence regarding need' i.e. should not be allowed or encouraged where not
needed.
School parking is an issue!
Good comment that 7 GP's doesn't necessarily mean more physical facilities. Could be done through change of
hours.
Should be 'enable' not merely 'welcome'.
20 mph zones around schools and parking management should be 'built in'.
With regards to new facilities for the community I strongly believe a hard surfaced 5-a-side football pitch should
be provided in Hall Park for use by the community.
Further Notes:
In addition to the suggested improvements to the skate park in Hall Park I would also like to suggest that
consideration should be given to providing a hard surfaced 5-a-side football pitch with perimeter fence. This
could be incorporated with basketball rings at either end.
I believe a 5-a-side football pitch, that is open to use by anybody is essential. These days it's all about getting
kids outside and playing with their friends and a hard surfaced football pitch provides this essential exercise,
besides getting them out of the house and socialising with their friends, rather than by social media.
For example, my parents live in a tiny village on the edge of the Yorkshire Dales and they have a community 5a-side football pitch and I can guarantee that every night after school, weekends and holidays, there are always
kids playing on the football pitch. We played over the Christmas holidays on the pitch every day during our 5
day stay and everyday there were different kids down there playing football. On each occasion we selected
teams based on age group, which ranged from my 5-year-old son to 14-year olds and played football for a good
hour each time. As other kids turned up or left they all joined in and it was absolutely fantastic to see all these
different kids playing football together. Kids were cycling from other local village to play on the pitch.
Whilst also living in Sheffield as a student there was a community football pitch at the end of our road (tarmac
with a high fence around) and again every night, weekends and holidays there were kids playing football or
basketball on the pitch. We joined in on several occasions.
It does not have to be state of the art, but if it was considered worthwhile and revenue was needed, then the
football pitch could be rented out to local football teams during the dark winter nights. If this was considered,
then it could be worth building nearer the car park area.
I'm convinced, based on my past experience, of the value to the community in having these football pitches
available to the local kids and firmly believe that it would be excellent money well spent. I'm not sure if there are
any grants available, but I would be more than happy to assist in any raising of funds should this not be
available to the Council. Are there funds available from local developers that could be used to provide a football
pitch?
Again not specific enough to agree or disagree with.
Further consultation on specific projects and locations is required.
Further consultation on specific projects and locations is required
Sorry I can’t understand the information here to make an informed judgement on what’s being proposed.
Again it is littered with non-specifics may might etc.
Facilities/Services requirements should be judged according to use/demand - NOT by the wishes of employed
or elected representatives.

G).
Do you agree with the Traffic and Transport Policies? (page 13)
Answer Options
Yes
No
TT1
TT2
TT3
Comments

Response
Percent

Response
Count

75.9%
23.0%
16.0%
17.6%
6.4%

142
43
30
33
12
71
187
13

answered question
skipped question

Do you agree with the Traffic and Transport Policies? (page 13)
80.0%
70.0%
60.0%
50.0%
40.0%
30.0%
20.0%
10.0%
0.0%
Yes

No

TT1

TT2

TT3

Comments
Surely the plan should focus on public transport?
Two points. First improve what parking areas already exist (e.g. Feast Field). Secondly, it seems incongruent to
be encouraging both car use, through parking policies, and cycling at the same time. Focussing more on policy
TT3 should mean policy TT2 is not required.
However, no reference to the serious problems of the congestion on the A65.
Need to discourage the use of cars by making it harder to park, not easier.
European traffic / clean air rules' will be impossible to achieve with increased number of cars!
I do not believe encouraging greater commuters into Horsforth to use railway links will improve anything for
Horsforth's inhabitants.
Notes on CIL:
More benches in streets for the frail to perch and rest briefly when walking and shopping.
Park warden.
WC's open in the park.
As mentioned above, is spending money on cycle routes justified to the exclusion of other priorities?
Change 'may' to 'will'.
TT3 - not to the detriment of vehicular traffic.
Need to encourage less use of cars. Improved cycling routes certainly needed.
However, none of the policy takes account of the congestion problem, particularly the A65 at the Horsforth
roundabout which is still horrendous despite the (improvement) already made. I dread to think how much worse
2000+ dwellings will make.
Wherever cars are accommodated, you will inflate their numbers.
Wherever cards are accommodated, you will influence their numbers.
There should be greater promotion of alternative forms of transport - within developments (as TT1), not on new
sites.

TT1 and TT2 both need to be much more positive. It is imperative that new and adequate car parking is
developed URGENTLY in particular for Horsforth Station (and Apperley Bridge station car park reallocated).
Delete words 'will' and 'may' in TT1 and TT2 and replace with 'MUST'!
Stop parking on A65 throughout - this is a main trunk road, not a slalom course.
Horrendously dangerous for cycling virtually anywhere, but roads are too narrow for dedicated lanes.
No mention of the need for local bus services in areas that are currently not serviced (West End, Southway, and
Brownberrie).
Horsforth's village community would be strengthened by encouraging residents to walk more rather than drive
500 yards and park!
21/32 businesses is not a majority concern (out of 1200 businesses canvassed?)
More car parking is directly in conflict with stated intent to encourage other forms of transport.
Not sure there are any areas for car parks and parking is never hard in Horsforth.
TT1/TT2 - again underground car parks - two storeys or more - must not now be ignored for the immediate future
(due to the increasingly huge numbers of new motor cars).
All the above policies are easily agreed with as they are all very generic and non-specific, e.g. we all support new
school development and affordable housing / new public parking, BUT WHERE? It all has to be built somewhere.
Have you sent out the right stuff?
This to me is a complete waste of time - please put in layman's language - why bother with Council speak? What
are CFS1 / TT1 / BB1 etc. etc.
No more cars, more public transport.
PLEASE NO MORE CARS. Thank you.
My main concern is not parking, but the volume of through traffic that the neighbourhood has to deal with.
More parking - Town Street please.
Our local area is swamped now. Roads, schools, GP's etc. cannot cope NOW.
Free parking benefits the life of the township but many activities find the lack of spaces restrictive.
Major concern about traffic volumes on A65 at roundabout with A6120. Re-design needed for cars coming up the
A6120 to turn right onto A65. Needs another lane as lanes not wide enough.
An essential area - should be more strongly worded.
Parking provision should be managed to accommodate additional population needs only. Over-provision will
spoil the environment and encourage unsustainable use of the car.
Why is there no policy on improving traffic flow? The A65 junction with the ring road is still a nightmare at rush
hour. Thankfully Farsley and Calverley have improved.
Re CIL priorities: could some be used to provide a safe cycle route through / around Horsforth?
Will more greenbelt land be used? Though TT3 is a nice idea, to encourage people to walk and cycle, it has to be
accepted that the vast majority of people will still stick to using cars.
Sympathetic to parking issues, but this should be tackled, if possible by reducing car use.
Plenty of footpaths around Horsforth should be better maintained. Roads too narrow for cycle paths.
Traffic is at a standstill on the A65 near the new million-dollar roundabout.
The traffic is going to get much worse. The attempt to upgrade so far will not be anywhere good enough in years
to come.
More car parking is required in the New Road Side area and after 9am it is impossible to find a parking place!!
Strongly feel car use be discouraged - more attention needs to be given to improving public transport.
Still gridlock at many times on A65 / A6120.
As mentioned, student parking on footpaths is a problem around Trinity University and needs addressing as
student numbers increase. Yarnbury RFU car park is available.
More greenbelt land to be used?
These policies are incomplete and a statement of intent to write policies as opposed to policy statements.
Lack of adequate parking at the station - a huge problem for local residents. Double parking renders main roads
to single routes, e.g. St Margaret's Road.
NB. Airport link roads will INCREASE rat running through Brownberrie Lane / Scotland Lane.
To make sure that new offices have their own parking so employees don't have to park on residential roads.
Design to be sympathetic to the area of all new car parks - caution - not too many.
Office buildings to have their own card parks, instead of parking on main roads.
How about more priority for pedestrians on Town Street, Bachelor Lane, Station Road?
1. I would like to see a cycle track in the park for all to use, I proposed this whilst a Town Councillor (1999-2001).
2. I would like to encourage all schools to suggest to parents that, where possible, children should be collected
on foot and NOT by car.
No mention in document of proposed new airport road: oppose it.
You have not put anything in this proposed acknowledgement for anyone to say they agree with it. 2 mins to get
to Horsforth roundabout normally, busy times 20 mins. Traffic is still horrendous and you're planning more
houses.
CIL Priorities:
Encouraging Recycling: what happened to our tip? It's Pudsey or Kirkstall and you're wanting less traffic on the
road.
New Youth Services: we used to have a lot of these.
Elderly Services: I am in my 60's now - I've never had any help, or my neighbour (85 year).
Non-adopted Paths: what are these?

FURTHER NOTES:
A new house was built on spare land off King George Ave and King George Road. They were allowed to take
more than was railed off at the top of King George Avenue to make a bigger garden which is a bit of an eyesore
to many and now makes it even more dangerous with a wall plus bushes being put in, making it even more
dangerous now. If you were going to help make it a better junction with Batchelor Lane could have been made
wider so cars having to park up there had more room not so someone could have a massive garden.
It's the same on most of the estates now, grass verges for dog walkers, no one else can walk on them, we don't
need them anymore. We need somewhere to park cars safely. You did it down part of the ring road, why not help
everyone to park safely? You put speed bumps up, but don't mend roads which cause damage to cars and bike
riders. I've lived in Horsforth all my life; my son has had to get somewhere to live at Headingley as Horsforth does
not cater for single men.
Emphasis should be on public transport, walking and cycling.
Only if the site is 'brown field'.
Over the last year since 'Tour de France' more cyclists are using the canal but quite often they are not
considerate to walkers.
I have noticed on the canal that cyclists are speeding and not being courteous to pedestrians.
I want to see LCC providing the infrastructure for additional housing at or before the time of building them.
Provision of infrastructure and the building of houses should coincide seamlessly.
Agree with Policies listed, but what can be done about the volume of traffic passing through Horsforth (on the ring
road and the A65)?
Is the local policy allowed to do anything about this?
Whilst I accept that traffic in Horsforth has increased massively and parking is in short supply, I would be very
nervous about developing new parking sites. It would seem to contradict policy TT3 which Objectives to
encourage people to walk or cycle. I would far rather see investment into improving walking and cycling
infrastructure than inviting more cars.
The roundabout at it is now is worse since the traffic lights were installed. Will there be a public enquiry? How
can such waste and incompetence be allowed?
Both of these policies contradict the narrative which highlights the attractive character and green spaces of
Horsforth. You cannot have your cake and eat it - either live in an attractive suburb with green space and vibrant
shopping centres OR set aside land for ugly car parks, you can't have it both ways. Also creating more parking
will encourage more driving for short trips and undermine the objectives of less car use and attractive walking
and cycling networks (TT3). The TT1 and TT2 policies should be re-worded so that it focuses on better
management of parking, (for example time restrictions on car parks to create more spaces for short stay
shoppers) which would benefit Horsforth a great deal more than another expanse of parking.
With the addition of expedited consideration to provide a rail link to the airport, to reduce traffic coming into the
area.
With regards to TT2, I accept the need for adequate parking allocation, but the emphasis should be on TT3
wherever possible - giving people the means to minimise their car use.
I think the traffic and transport problem goes beyond parking and footpaths. The issue is volume and road
inadequacy. Surely this should also be the major focus? The policies stated above are important but not the main
issues.
Again not forceful enough.
Increased parking specifically at the train station would be welcome. I see no additional need for any further
public parking in Horsforth, which simply encourages unnecessary car use. I suggest designating a greater
proportion of available spaces to disabled users. Clearly any new developments such as schools should have
sufficient integral parking in their planning.
I am strongly opposed to the allocation of a new site for a new public car park in Horsforth.
Traffic on roads is the biggest problem in Horsforth and your policy has done nothing to address this. Nor have
any improvements to public transport links been proposed.
Increased parking at the train station would be welcome. I see no other need for additional public parking
anywhere in Horsforth. I strongly oppose the allocation of any new sites for parking
As above still a wish list
Much better that than allowing developers to build houses people cannot afford and with two or three cars in the
driveway - by providing a joke 'ghost' bus which I have never seen anyone on. Safer cycling and pleasant walking
is to be encouraged and I would agree wholeheartedly with that.
What Horsforth does not need is more cars, not for aesthetic reasons, not for air quality reasons, not if we are
trying to meet our obligations under Paris 2015. So no new public lots should be built. Instead more cycle ways,
improved buses and - why not - trams.
The prospect of a possible 2000 new homes in Horsforth alone could well mean an extra 4000 cars on the
already busy Horsforth roads. I'm not sure how this can be alleviated other than not having the homes built but
that doesn't seem to be an option.
As noted in earlier comments, there are no documented policies for the management of traffic volumes in
Horsforth, which will continue to increase through additional through traffic and that from 2,000 additional homes.

Community Infrastructure Levy Priorities
Possible Community Infrastructure Levy Priorities - please rank in importance.
Answer Options

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

Rating
Average

Response
Count

Tackling litter, fly-tipping and graffiti
Encouraging recycling
Provision of street furniture and
signage
Subsidising business rates
Farmer's and other community
markets
Grant scheme for property
improvements for shops and small
businesses
Improving and providing new young
people's services / facilities
Improving and providing elderly
people's services
Improvements to non-adopted
Horsforth paths

36
28

28
16

22
17

20
19

18
27

15
21

11
11

9
16

2
5

3.63
4.36

161
160

3

10

4

12

24

34

34

15

14

5.94

150

10

8

10

8

11

10

17

23

44

6.40

141

8

13

15

17

16

21

25

27

11

5.51

153

8

10

20

26

13

17

19

36

9

5.45

158

38

28

27

24

15

7

12

7

1

3.38

159

21

39

24

24

20

21

7

2

2

3.60

160

16

11

24

13

16

15

23

21

12

5.09

151

answered question
skipped question

171
29

Contact details and geographic response details
Address
Answer Options

Response
Percent

Response
Count

Name
Address 1
Address 2
Post Code
Email Address
Phone Number

61.5%
57.9%
52.8%
100.0%
56.9%
36.4%

120
113
103
195
111
71
195
5

answered question
skipped question

Address
120.0%
100.0%
80.0%
60.0%
40.0%
20.0%
0.0%
Name

Address 1

Address 2

Post Code

14 respondents gave LS18 as their postcode.
88 respondents were from the LS18 4 (south Horsforth) postcode area.
92 respondents were from the LS18 5 (north Horsforth) postcode area.
This is an even geographical split.

Email
Address

Phone
Number

