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Section 1: Introduction 
 
 
In 2012 Bradford Metropolitan District Council commissioned a local assessment of swimming 
pool provision using Sport England’s Facilities Planning Model to assess the extent to which 
the existing supply  in Bradford met current levels of demand from the resident population. The 
assessment also considered the implications of potential changes to both the resident 
population and the supply of swimming facilities.  The changes to the supply considered were: 
  

 Opening of a new city centre pools complex along with the closure of the Bowling Pool 
and the Richard Dunn Centre 

 Rationalisation of pools in South Bradford 
 Rationalisation of pools in North Bradford 

 
The assessment contributed to the development of a preferred option for the renewal of 
swimming pools in Bradford which has been endorsed by members. This report completes the 
assessment by testing the preferred option, a variation of the original scenarios, so that a 
comparison can be made between the current supply and the planned provision. 
 
The original assessment used the 2012 population as a baseline: this assessment updates the 
population information and uses  2014 as the baseline year.  The information on swimming pool 
supply has also been reviewed and updated to take account of changes in Bradford and the 
surrounding local authorities.  Neither of these updates has resulted in any significant changes 
and so the switch to the 2014 baseline does not affect the original high level strategic 
conclusions. 
 
The assessments consider the current pool stock and how that pool stock would cope with 
population increases up to 2022. This date becomes the point at which changes are modelled. 
The report then looks at the effect of opening a new swimming pool complex in the city centre 
and new community pools in South, South West and North Bradford at the same time as 
existing pools at Queensbury, Bowling, Bingley and the Richard Dunn Centre are closed. Note 
that the scenarios look only at changes to swimming pools and do not consider the impact of 
changes to any other sports facilities that may exist on pool sites.  This report sets out the 
findings of the runs of the model.  
 
This report is intended to assist the authority in reaching a decision on a way forward by 
providing an indication of the implications of different courses of action. It does not recommend 
a preferred option.  The model outputs presented here need to be considered by Bradford MDC 
along with local circumstances, management information and aspirations and also take account 
of local factors such as the quality and attractiveness of individual facilities,  their management 
and promotion and  sports development programmes.   
 
In terms of structure, Section 2 provides a description of the FPM; Section 3 sets out the 
background to this assessment; Section 4 provides an overview of the scenarios and Section 
5 reports the existing position, Section 6 presents the analysis, and Section 7 provides a 
summary and overall conclusions.  
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Section 2: The Facilities Planning Model explained  
 
The Facilities Planning Model is a computer-based supply/demand model, which has been 
developed by Edinburgh University in conjunction with sportscotland and Sport England since 
the 1980s. The model is a tool to help assess the strategic provision of community sports 
facilities in an area. It is currently applicable for use in assessing the provision of sports halls, 
swimming pools, and artificial grass pitches. 
 
Sport England uses the FPM as one of its principal tools in helping to assess the strategic need 
for certain community sports facilities, and it has been used in the assessment of Lottery funding 
bids for community facilities, and as a principal planning tool to assist local authorities in 
planning for the provision of community sports facilities.   
 
 
2.1 How the model works 
 
In its simplest form, the model seeks to assess whether the capacity of existing facilities for a 
particular sport is capable of meeting local demand for that sport, taking into account how far 
people are prepared to travel to such a facility. 
 
In order to do this, the model compares the number of facilities (supply) within an area, against 
the demand for that facility (demand) that the local population will produce, similar to other 
social gravity models.  
   
To do this, the FPM works by converting both demand (in terms of people), and supply 
(facilities), into a single comparable unit. This unit is ‘visits per week in the peak period’ 
(VPWPP).  Once converted, demand and supply can be compared. 
 
The FPM uses a set of parameters to define how facilities are used and by whom. These 
parameters are primarily derived from a combination of data including actual user surveys from 
a range of sites across the country in areas of good supply, together with participation survey 
data. These surveys provide core information on the profile of users, such as, the age and 
gender of users, how often they visit, the distance travelled, duration of stay, and on the facilities 
themselves, such as, programming, peak times of use, and capacity of facilities.  
  
This survey information is combined with other sources of data to provide a set of model 
parameters for each facility type. The original core user data for halls and pools comes from 
the National Halls and Pools survey undertaken in 1996 which included data on over 41,000 
users. This data formed the basis for the National Benchmarking Service (NBS). User survey 
data from the NBS and other appropriate sources are used to update the models parameters 
on a regular basis.   
 
The parameters are set out at in Appendix 2, and the range of the main source data used by 
the model includes; 

 National Halls & Pools survey data –Sport England 
 Benchmarking Service User Survey data –Sport England 
 UK 2000 Time Use Survey - ONS 
 General Household Survey - ONS 
 Scottish Omnibus Surveys – Sport Scotland 
 Active People Survey - Sport England 

 
 
2.2 Calculating Demand 
 
Demand is calculated by applying the user information from the parameters, as referred to 
above, to the population. This produces the number of visits for pools that will be demanded by 
the population. The age and gender make-up of the population will affect the number of visits 
an area will generate. In order to reflect the different population make-up between and within 
local authorities, the FPM calculates demand based on the smallest census geography, ie 
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Output Areas (OA). OAs contain around 150 households.  The use of OA’s in the calculation of 
demand ensures that the FPM is able to reflect and portray differences in demand in areas at 
the most sensitive level based on available census information.  Each OA used is given a 
demand value in VPWPP by the FPM.  
 
It should be noted that the model does not take account of demand from non-residents, i.e. 
tourists/visitors, nor does it take account of educational requirements within the school 
curriculum. 
 
 
2.3 Calculating Supply Capacity 
 
A swimming pool’s capacity varies depending on its size, and how many hours the facility is 
available for use by the community.  The FPM calculates a facility’s capacity by applying each 
of the capacity factors taken from the model parameters, such as the assumptions made as to 
how many ‘visits’ can be accommodated by the particular facility at any one time. Each facility 
is then given a capacity figure in VPWPP.  
 
It is not only the area of the waterspace available that determines the capacity of pools.  The 
hours that a pool is open will also affect how many people can use it and thereby affect its 
capacity.  The FPM defines the peak period for community use as comprising the lunchtime, 
evening and weekend sessions providing up to 52 hours per week public access. Large pools 
that are open during all of these peak hours offer the greatest capacity to accommodate swims 
in the peak period while small pools that only offer a few peak hours are modelled to have a 
low capacity to accommodate swims in the peak periods.  
 
 
Based on travel time information taken from the user survey, the FPM then calculates how 
much demand would be met by the particular facility having regard to its capacity and how 
much demand is within the facility’s catchment.  The FPM includes an important feature of 
spatial interaction.  This feature takes account of the location and capacity of all the facilities, 
having regard to their location and the size of demand and assesses whether the facilities are 
in the right place to meet the demand. 
 
It is important to note that the FPM does not simply add up the total demand within an area, 
and compare that to the total supply within the same area. This approach would not take 
account of the spatial aspect of supply against demand in a particular area.   
 
For example, if an area had a total demand for 5 swimming pools, and there were currently 6 
pools within the area, it would be too simplistic to conclude that there was an over-supply of 1 
pool, as this approach would not take account of whether the 5 facilities are in the correct 
location for local people to use them within that area. It might be that all the pools were in one 
part of the borough, leaving other areas under provided.   
 
In making calculations as to supply and demand, visits made to sports facilities are not artificially 
restricted or calculated by reference to administrative boundaries, such as local authority areas.  
Users are generally expected to use their closest facility.  The FPM reflects this through 
analysing the location of demand against the location of facilities, allowing for cross boundary 
movement of visits.  For example, if a facility is on the boundary of a local authority, users will 
generally be expected to come from the population living close to the facility, but who may be 
in an adjoining authority. 
 
 
2.4 Facility Attractiveness 
 
Not all facilities are the same and users will find certain facilities more attractive to use than 
others.  The model attempts to reflect this by introducing an attractiveness weighting factor, 
which affects the way visits are distributed between facilities.  
 
Attractiveness weightings for pools are based on the following: 
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1. Age/refurbishment weighting: The older a facility is, the less attractive it will be to users. It is 

recognised that this is a general assumption and that there may be examples where older 
facilities are more attractive than newly built ones due to excellent local management, 
programming and sports development.  Additionally, the date of any significant refurbishment 
is also included within the weighting factor; however, the attractiveness is set lower than a new 
build of the same year. It is assumed that a refurbishment that is older than 20 years will have 
a minimal impact on attractiveness.   The information on year built / refurbished is initially taken 
from Active Places and then confirmed by the commissioning body.  A graduated curve is used 
to allocate the attractiveness weighting by year. This curve levels off at around 1920 with a 20% 
weighting.  The refurbishment weighting is slightly lower than the new built year equivalent. 
 

2. Commercial facilities: An additional weighing factor is incorporated within the model to reflect 
the cost element often associated with commercial facilities.  For each population output area 
the Indices of Multiple Deprivation (IMD) score is used to limit whether people will use 
commercial facilities. The assumption is that the higher the IMD score is for an area (ie the less 
affluent it is), the lower is the likelihood of the population of the area choosing to go to a 
commercial facility.   
 
 
2.5 Comfort Factor 
 
 As part of the modelling process, each pool is given a maximum number of visits it can 
accommodate, based on its size, the number of hours its available for community use and the 
‘at one time capacity’ figure (for pools it is based on 1 user per 6m2 ).  This is gives each facility 
a “theoretical capacity”.    
 
If the facilities were actually full to their theoretical capacity, though, there would simply not be 
the space to undertake the activity comfortably. In addition, there is a need to take account of 
a range of activities taking place which have different numbers of users, For example, aqua 
aerobics will have significantly more participants than lane swimming sessions. There may also 
be times and sessions that, whilst being within the peak period, are less busy and so will have 
fewer users.      
 
To account for these factors the notion of a ‘comfort factor’ is applied within the model.  For 
swimming pools, 70% of its theoretical capacity is considered as being the limit where the facility 
starts to become uncomfortably busy.  
 
The comfort factor is used in two ways: 
 

Utilised Capacity (how well used is a facility?):  ‘Utilised capacity’ figures for 
facilities are often seen as being very low, 50-60%, however, this needs to be put into 
context.  A pool has a comfort factor of 70%.  The closer utilised capacity gets to this 
comfort factor level, the busier the pool is becoming.   You should not aim to have pools 
operating at 100% of their theoretical capacity, as this would mean that every session 
throughout the peak period would be at its maximum capacity. This would be both 
unrealistic in operational terms and unattractive to users. 
 
Adequately meeting Unmet Demand: The comfort factor is also used to increase the 
amount of facilities that are needed to meet the unmet demand. If this comfort factor is 
not added, then any facilities provided will be operating at its maximum theoretical 
capacity, which is not desirable as a set out above.     

 
 

2.6 Travel Time Catchments 
 

The model uses travel times to define facility catchments.  These travel times have been derived 
through national survey work, and so are based on actual travel patterns of users.  
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The model includes three different modes of travel, by car, public transport and walking.  Car 
access is also taken into account, in areas of lower access to a car, the model reduces the 
number of visits made by car and increases those made on foot. 
 
Overall, surveys have shown that the majority of visits made to swimming pools are made by 
car, with a significant minority of visits to pools being made on foot. 
 
The model includes a distance decay function which has the effect of making a user less likely 
to travel to a facility the further away from it they are.  Survey data shows that almost 90% of 
all visits, both car borne or on foot, are made within 20 minute drive or walk time of a facility.  
Hence 20 minutes is often used as a rule of thumb for catchments for pools. 
 
Integrated Transport Network data, which contains routes from motorways to pedestrian routes, 
is used to determine travel times to facilities. 
 
 
2.7 Interpreting the Results 

 
In interpreting the results, it should be remembered that the FPM is a planning tool developed 
to inform the policy making process for community sports facilities. The FPM outputs should 
not be considered in isolation to determine what changes should be made in terms of pool 
provision.  
 
It is important to note that the model outputs are not based on the current local level of 
participation and usage records of local facilities.  The demand parameters are based on 
achieved levels of participation in areas of good supply and as such Sport England believes 
this level of provision represents good practice rather than some unattainable ideal.  In other 
words the levels of use/demand/throughput are what could be generated based on what has 
been observed at existing facilities. 
 
The Model does not predict actual usage of facilities: this is determined by a range of factors, 
not least management and promotional policies, programming and the quality or 
attractiveness of the facility concerned. Nonetheless the FPM will generate broad estimates of 
potential throughput which will be useful when considering policy options.   
 
The model should be seen as a guide to policy for the provision of facilities, not a replacement 
for it. The development of policy should take account of local factors such as the quality and 
attractiveness of individual facilities, of their management and promotion and of sports 
development programmes of local authorities, County Sports Partnerships and governing 
bodies of sport. The model outputs must be interpreted in the light of these local 
circumstances and aspirations. Where actual current activity is significantly different from the 
findings of any part of the analysis, these local circumstances may provide an explanation.  
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Section 3: Background to the assessment  
 
 
3.1 The Study Area 
 
The focus of the study is the Bradford Metropolitan District but this area cannot be considered 
in isolation from surrounding districts as some Bradford residents will use pools outside the 
district and some non-Bradford residents will use pools in Bradford.  This report therefore 
focuses on Bradford but takes into account supply and demand in adjacent districts, which 
include Calderdale, Pendle, Craven, Harrogate, Leeds, and Kirklees (See Figure 3.1). 
 
It is important to recognise that this study area includes a mix of local authority areas ranging 
from the metropolitan areas of Leeds and Bradford, through to the largely rural Craven and 
Pendle.  Urban and rural authorities are likely to exhibit different characteristics in terms of 
supply and demand relating to swimming pools. 
 
Figure 3.1 The Study Area 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
3.2 Supply and Demand Parameters  
 
Appendix 2 sets out the parameters used in the model to provide estimates of demand for, and 
supply of, swimming pools.   
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3.3 Facilities Database 
 
The Active Places facilities database provides data on the swimming pools in Bradford MDC 
area (and the wider study area) and reflects the position as at June 2014.  The data for Bradford 
has been checked by the Council for accuracy and omissions. Data checking of facilities within 
adjoining districts has also been undertaken as part of the annual update.   
 
 
3.4 Facility weightings 
 
The model applies default attractiveness weightings. They are based on the age and any 
refurbishment date of the pool and for commercial pools also takes into account the IMD score 
to limit the proportion of people from an area that would visit a commercial pool.  The Council 
have considered the weightings applied to pools within their area and requested that; 
- Shipley pool be weighted as more attractive (increased to 56 from 44.5) 
- Bingley Grammar School be weighted as less attractive (reduced to 30 from 80) 
- Rhodesway be weighted less attractive (reduced from 45 to 30) 

 
 
3.5 Rounding of Figures 
 
All figures that relate to visits in this report have been rounded to the nearest 25 for ease of 
reading, and also to avoid placing undue emphasis on small variations.  Pool dimensions and 
references to waterspace are rounded to the nearest square metre. 
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Section 4: Overview of scenarios 
 
 
 
The table below presents the different scenarios that the FPM has been used to assess.  
Each of these runs or scenarios is then considered in the separate  sections in this report.   
 
 

Name of scenario Brief Description 
Section of 
document 

RUN 1  Existing position, that is current pool supply and 
population as at June 2014 

5 

RUN 2  As Run 1, but with ONS 2022 population projections 6 

RUN 3 
 

As Run 2 but close pools at Queensbury, Bingley, 
Bowling and Richard Dunn Sports Centre  and  open 
pools at Sedbergh Playing Fields, Squire Lane, Asa 
Briggs Playing Fields and the City Centre (Nelson 
Street) 

7 

RUN 4 
 

As per Run 3 but exclude the ancillary pools at 
Sedbergh Playing Fields, Squire Lane and Asa Briggs 
Playing Fields 

8 
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Section 5:  The existing position (Run 1) 
 
 
This section considers the current situation in terms of the supply of, and demand for, swimming 
pools in Bradford as at June 2014.  It provides the baseline against which potential changes to 
pool provision can be compared. 
 
It is important to look at supply and demand from different perspectives in order to get a full 
picture.  Each of the sections in the report therefore follows the same structure and considers 
supply and demand from a range of angles.  The key change in perspective to be aware of is 
that sometimes it is a resident-based perspective (eg looking at outputs for all Bradford 
residents irrespective of whether they are using pools inside or outside the council area); and 
sometimes it is a pool-based perspective (eg looking at outputs for all pools in Bradford 
irrespective of where the users come from). 
 
Figure 5.1 Swimming pool sites in Bradford 
 

 
 
  
 
 
5.1 Supply (pools located in Bradford) 
 
Active Places records the existing pool supply in Bradford as  21 pools on 16 sites. Figure 5.1 
above shows the location of the pools within the district. There is a fairly even distribution of 
pools within the main urban area of Bradford and a string of pools along the Aire Valley. To the 
east and south the district adjoins Leeds and Kirklees and pools in Guiseley, Pudsey and Otley 
are easily accessible to Bradford residents. Similarly, Bradford pools located at Eccleshill, Tong, 
and Queensbury will be accessible to Leeds, Kirklees and Calderdale residents respectively. 
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Table 5.1 Swimming pool sites in Bradford  
 

Site 
Year 
Built 

Year 
Refurb 

Public / 
Comm 

Hours 
in PP 

Total Hours Capacity (vpwpp) 

BINGLEY GRAMMAR 
SCHOOL 1960 2009 P 39.5 47 1175 
BINGLEY SWIMMING 
POOL 1927 2001 P 42.5 65.5 1625 
BOWLING SWIMMING 
POOL 1975 2006 P 39.5 44.5 1800 
BRADFORD GRAMMAR 
SCHOOL 2004   P 29.5 30 1475 
COTTINGLEY FITNESS & 
WELLBEING CENTRE 1998 2006 P 52 101.5 2175 
ECCLESHILL SWIMMING 
POOL 1968 2005 P 48 76.25 3975 

ILKLEY SWIMMING POOL 1973   P 48.75 71.25 2025 
MARRIOTT LEISURE & 
COUNTRY CLUB (HOLLINS 
HALL) 1998 2005 C 52 119 1725 
QUEENSBURY SWIMMING 
POOL 1900 2002 P 38.75 51.75 825 

RHODESWAY POOL 1974   P 6.5 6.5 275 
RICHARD DUNN SPORTS 
CENTRE 1977 2003 P 50 71 4600 
SHIPLEY FITNESS & 
WELLBEING CENTRE 2002   P 52 103.5 1725 
SHIPLEY SWIMMING 
POOL 1974   P 39.75 56.25 2925 
THE LEISURE CENTRE 
KEIGHLEY 1989   P 47.25 63.5 3075 
TONG SPORTS CENTRE 
AND POOL 2008   P 27 33 1025 
UNIVERSITY OF 
BRADFORD SPORTS 
CENTRE 1973 2009 P 52 93.5 2275 

 
 
In terms of ownership, the pools are predominantly Local Authority owned with eight of the sites 
falling within this category. The remaining pools are split equally between the education sector 
(schools and university) and the private sector (health clubs). 
 
There is a wide range of age of pools in Bradford: Queensbury pool dates from 1900 while 
Bingley pool was built in 1927  although both pools have been refurbished a number of times. 
Overall the stock is relatively elderly with many of the key community pools built in the 1960s 
and 1970s. Only two pools are less than 10 years old, Tong Sports Centre and Bradford 
Grammar School.   
 
Bradford pools provide a total of 4,738 m2 of waterspace and have the capacity during peak 
periods to accommodate 32,700 swims each week. As a simple measure Bradford residents 
enjoy 8.8 m2 of waterspace per 1,000 residents.  The table below shows how this compares 
with the national and regional averages and with neighbouring authorities in the study area.  
 
Table 5.2 
 

 
 
 

Number of pools 21 3089 115 20 41
Number of pool sites 16 2189 84 15 29
Supply of total water space in sqm 4737.5 689345.8 25152.4 4384 9711.7
Supply of publicly available water space in sqm 
(scaled with hrs avail in pp) 3773.3 571524.8 20208.8 3917.8 7592.4
Supply of total water space in VPWPP 32701 4953215 175143 33954 65801
Waterspace per 1000 8.81 12.66 11.08 10.16 12.39

LeedsSupply Bradford
ENGLAND 

TOTAL
AREA TOTAL Kirklees
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As can be seen from table 5.2, for the 2014 baseline run, the supply of waterspace in Bradford 
is comparatively low when viewed against the national, study area and neighbouring authority 
averages. National and study area figures are higher partly because of the inclusion of rural 
authorities that tend to have a higher level of provision.  Nevertheless, Bradford has the lowest 
level of provision per person of all the comparable councils in West Yorkshire. 
 
It is not only the area of the waterspace available that determines the capacity of pools.  The 
hours that a pool is open will also affect how many people can use it and thereby affect its total 
capacity.  The FPM defines the peak period for community use as the lunchtime, evening and 
weekend sessions providing up to 52 hours per week public access. Large pools that are open 
during all of these peak hours have the greatest capacity to accommodate visits while small 
pools that only offer a few peak hours have a much lower capacity. Pools in Bradford vary in 
terms of how many of the 52 hours they are available for community use.  The pools with the 
lowest level of availability for community use in the peak period are Bingley Grammar School 
(15 hours) and Tong Sports Centre (27 hours).   These low levels of peak time availability 
reduce the capacity and the throughput of these sites when supply and demand is modelled. 
 
In the model the availability throughout the peak period for community use is used to adjust the 
supply of waterspace.  When scaled to take account of hours available for community use, the 
supply of waterspace in Bradford reduces from 4,738m2 to 3,773m2.  The FPM calculates that 
this level of waterspace can accommodate 32,700 swims per week in the peak period. 
 

 
 
5.2 Demand for swimming pools from Bradford residents 
 
Demand for swimming from Bradford residents equates to 35,600 visits per week in the peak 
period (VPWPP). The model calculates how much waterspace is needed to accommodate this 
level of demand and then adds an additional comfort factor (in effect the space people need to 
be able to move about and swim without collision). Adding the comfort factor increases the 
waterspace needed to meet the demand to 5,871m2.   
 
Table 5.3 Demand for swimming pools 
 

 
 
 
As well as looking at the amount of demand, it is also important to consider how mobile it is – 
if residents have access to a car then they can travel to another pool if their local one is busy.  
The proportion of the population without access to a car in Bradford is 30.2% which is higher 
than both the national and regional averages.  This suggests that demand from Bradford 
residents would be less mobile when compared to the national picture.  To put this another way, 
in any given Output Area people without access to a car will generally have a smaller number 
of pools available to them compared to residents with access to a car (as the latter can travel 
further). 
 
Table 5.4 below shows demand as vpwpp per 1000 persons for Bradford, the surrounding local 
authorities, Yorkshire and England as a whole.  Bradford has a demand per person which is 
higher than both the national and regional averages and higher than the surrounding local 
authorities.  This reflects the younger age profile of its residents: in Bradford there are more 
people in the age groups most likely to swim.  
 
 
 
 
 
 

Demand Bradford
ENGLAND 

TOTAL
AREA TOTAL Kirklees Leeds

Population 537519 54472081 2269549 431310 783741
Swims demanded –vpwpp 35621 3515618 148047 28056 51506
Equivalent in waterspace – with comfort factor 
included 5871.5 579497.4 24403.4 4624.6 8490.0
% of population without access to a car 30.2 24.9 27.7 25.7 31
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Table 5.4 Visits per week per 1000 population 

 

 2014 

Bradford 66.3 

Calderdale 64.6 

Craven 60.9 

Kirklees 65.0 

Leeds 65.7 

Pendle 64.7 

Harrogate 62.6 

YORKSHIRE TOTAL 64.4 

ENGLAND TOTAL 64.5 
 
 
The map below shows the distribution and scale of demand for swimming across Bradford 
district. Two “hotspots” stand out, the main Bradford urban area and Keighley.  These two areas 
have the greatest concentrations of demand and closely mirror population distribution. 
 
 
 
Figure 5.2 Demand for swimming in Bradford 
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5.3  Supply / Demand Balance 
 
A useful, although simplified, picture of the overall supply and demand for swimming in Bradford 
can be obtained by comparing the demand for pools generated by Bradford residents with the 
supply of pools available.  Note this does not take account of pools in adjacent areas – it 
matches the demand generated by Bradford residents with the waterspace available in 
Bradford district. 
 
Table 5.5 Supply/demand balance 
 

 
 
Bradford’s resident population is estimated to generate a demand for a minimum of 5,871m2 of 
waterspace (taking into account the comfort factor).  This compares with a current available 
supply of 3,773m2 of pool space (taking account of the hours available for community use), and 
results in a supply / demand deficit of 2,098m2.   
 
For more comfortable provision, supply should be greater than demand. If supply only matches 
demand then all pools would need to be full all of the time in order to meet all demand. Where 
demand exceeds supply (as in Bradford’s case), this gives the first indication that pools will be 
full to capacity in a number of instances and that demand for swimming might go unmet. 
 
It is important to note that this section only provides a global view of provision and does not 
take account of a number of important factors including the location of facilities in relation to 
demand, how accessible facilities are to the resident population (by car and on foot) and cross 
boundary flows .  Bradford residents will use pools in adjacent areas which may be closer to 
where they live or less busy than pools in Bradford. These factors are covered in the more 
detailed modelling outputs in the following sections. 
 
 
 
5.4 Satisfied demand (demand from Bradford residents being met by supply) 
 
Bradford’s population gives rise to a demand of 35,600 vpwpp of which 89.7% (31,947 vpwpp) 
is met by facilities within Bradford or in adjoining areas which are accessible to Bradford 
residents. This level of satisfied demand is lower than the national average (which stands at 
91.4%), and lower than both the study area figure (90.6%) and other large neighbouring 
authorities such as Leeds (91.2%) and Kirklees (90.8%). 
 
Table 5.6 Satisfied demand 
 

 
 
 
The majority of demand for swimming from Bradford residents is met by pools within Bradford 
(82.4%).  This figure is best compared with the other West Yorkshire authorities (because of 
the close inter-relationships between settlements), and in this respect the level of demand 
that is satisfied without reliance on neighbouring facilities is lower than Leeds and Kirklees. 
 

Supply/Demand Balance Bradford
ENGLAND 

TOTAL
AREA TOTAL Kirklees Leeds

Supply -   Swimming pool provision (sqm) scaled 
to take account of hours available for community 3773.3 571524.8 20208.8 3917.8 7592.4
Demand  -  Swimming pool provision (sqm) taking 
into account a ‘comfort’ factor 5871.5 579497.4 24403.4 4624.6 8490.0
Supply / Demand balance  - Variation in sqm of 
provision available compared to the minimum -2098.28 -7972.65 -4194.56 -706.75 -897.58

 Satisfied Demand Bradford
ENGLAND 

TOTAL
AREA TOTAL Kirklees Leeds

Total number of visits which are met 31947 3212921 134120 25484 46991
% of total demand satisfied  89.7 91.4 90.6 90.8 91.2
% of demand satisfied who travelled by car 73.45 75.72 74.73 77.96 70.42
% of demand satisfied who travelled by foot 13.6 14.98 13.53 10.69 15.85
% of demand satisfied who travelled by public 
transport 12.95 9.3 11.74 11.35 13.73
Demand Retained 26326 3211022 129851 21661 41022
Demand Retained -as a % of Satisfied Demand 82.4 99.9 96.8 85 87.3
Demand Exported 5621 1899 4269 3823 5969
Demand Exported -as a % of Satisfied Demand 17.6 0.1 3.2 15 12.7
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The remaining 17.6% of demand from Bradford residents is met by pools outside of the district 
(demand exported).  Just under half of this demand is met by facilities in Leeds.  The remainder 
is shared between Kirklees and Calderdale.  Some Bradford residents will travel to pools in 
other districts because it is their nearest pool; others, however will travel because their local 
pool is too busy or unattractive. 
 
74% of trips to pools by Bradford residents are made by car - a figure that is slightly lower than 
both the national (76%) and  study area (75%) but higher than Leeds (70%).  The flip side of 
this is usually that a higher level of trips are made on foot, but the Bradford figure of 13% is the 
same as the regional and study area averages and below the national average of 15%. 
 
Part of the explanation for this disparity is that a high proportion of visits in Bradford (13%) are 
made by public transport. By way of comparison the national average for pool visits using public 
transport is 9%. It may also be explained by the relatively low number of swimming pool sites 
in Bradford – although Leeds has a significantly higher population, it has 29 pool sites compared 
with Bradford’s 16 sites.  Residents of Leeds will be more likely to have a swimming pool within 
walking distance than those in Bradford. 
 
 
5.5 Unmet demand for swimming pools 
 
Of the total demand for peak period swimming from Bradford residents, some 10.3% is not 
being met by the existing supply (where the supply includes facilities in Bradford and in 
adjoining areas).  This proportion is above both the national (8.6%) and study area (9.4%) 
figures.   
 
Table 5.7 Unmet demand  for swimming pools 
 

 
 
 
Within the model, unmet demand can arise either from a lack of capacity (swimming pools are 
full) or from people living outside of the catchment of facilities (swimming pools are too far away 
from where people live).  For Bradford residents, a higher than average level of unmet demand 
arises because the local swimming pools are full to capacity and so visits are turned away.  
Lack of capacity accounts for 31% of unmet demand in the District compared to the national 
average of 12%.  
 
Because levels of mobility (access to a car) in Bradford are comparatively low, where their local 
pool is full, residents are less able to access provision that could accommodate their visit.  
 
The level of unmet demand across Bradford when expressed as a waterspace equivalent is 
600m2 – just short of two swimming pools the same size as Shipley swimming pool.  However, 
this demand is spread across the district and there is no single location where the provision of 
an additional swimming pool would substantially reduce the level of unmet demand. 
 
 
 
 
 

 Unmet Demand Bradford
ENGLAND 

TOTAL
AREA TOTAL Kirklees Leeds

Total number of visits in the peak, not currently 
being met 3674 302697 13928 2572 4515
Unmet demand as a % of total demand 10.3 8.6 9.4 9.2 8.8

Equivalent in Water space m2  - with comfort factor 605.59 49895.14 2295.74 423.89 744.24
 % of Unmet Demand due to ;
    Lack of Capacity - 30.8 11.6 19.4 16.5 17.4
    Outside Catchment - 69.2 88.4 80.6 83.5 82.6
Outside Catchment; 69.2 88.4 80.6 83.5 82.6
  % Unmet demand who do not have access to a 
car 63.97 68.8 71.85 77.06 77.28
  % of Unmet demand who have access to a car 5.26 19.56 8.76 6.48 5.28
Lack of Capacity; 30.8 11.6 19.4 16.5 17.4
  % Unmet demand who do not have access to a 
car 26.1 9.1 16.6 13.6 16.2
  % of Unmet demand who have access to a car 4.6 2.6 2.8 2.9 1.3
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Figure 5.3 illustrates the geography of unmet demand across Bradford. 
 
 
 
 
Figure 5.3 Unmet demand  
 

 
 
 
This shows that there is measurable unmet across most of the district’s communities. On 
closer inspection it is apparent that there are some areas of high unmet demand. These are; 
Keighley – Braithwaite, Highfield, and Oakworth Road areas; 
East Bradford – around New Otley Road, Thornbury and Lower Fagley; 
North West of Bradford City Centre – Toller Lane area; 
South West Bradford – Lidget Green, Horton Park, Wibsey, Buttershaw; 
 
The FPM also calculates how much of the unmet demand could be met if a facility was provided 
in each 1km square (known as Aggregated unmet demand). This is shown in Figure 5.4.  Note 
that this includes unmet demand from outside Bradford.  
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Figure 5.4 Aggregated unmet demand 
 

 
 
 
The figures are relatively high across Bradford with a number of “hot  spots” in and around 
central Bradford.  This aggregated unmet demand may not justify a new pool but indicates 
locations that would be most effective if additional pools are to be provided.  This mapping also 
helps to put in context the previous map of unmet demand – only the central Bradford area 
collectively generates enough demand to suggest that additional pool provision would 
significantly reduce unmet demand across the area.   
 
 
 
5.6 Used Capacity (how well pools in Bradford are used) 
 
The used capacity figure includes all visits to Bradford pools including those made by  residents 
of adjoining local authorities. 
 
 
Table 5.8 Swimming pool used capacity 
 

 
 
 
The model estimates that 91% of pool capacity in Bradford is being used at peak times. This is 
well above the notional 70% level at which a pool is considered to have reached its comfortable 

Table 6 - Used Capacity Bradford
ENGLAND 

TOTAL
AREA TOTAL Kirklees Leeds

Total number of visits used of current capacity 29914 3213332 133743 27419 47083
% of overall capacity of pools used 91.5 64.9 76.4 80.8 71.6
% of visits made to pools by walkers 14.6 15 13.6 9.9 15.9
% of visits made to pools by road 85.4 85 86.4 90.1 84.1
Visits Imported;
Number of visits imported 3589 2310 3892 5758 6061
As a % of used capacity 12 0.1 2.9 21 12.9
Visits Retained:
Number of Visits retained 26326 3211022 129851 21661 41022
As a % of used capacity 88 99.9 97.1 79 87.1
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capacity.  This is a significantly higher figure than the national average (65%) and the study 
area average (76%). Table 5.9 shows how the  capacity used varies between pools in Bradford. 
 
Table 5.9 Proportion of capacity used at each swimming pool site 
 

STUDY AREA RUN 1 RUN 2 RUN 3 RUN 4 

Utilised Capacity 2014 2022 2022 2022 

ENGLAND TOTAL 65 67 67 67 

YORKSHIRE TOTAL 68 70 69 69 

AREA TOTAL 76 78 76 77 

Bradford 91 92 89 90 

BINGLEY GRAMMAR SCHOOL 54 78 62 69 

BINGLEY SWIMMING POOL 95 84 0 0 

BOWLING SWIMMING POOL 100 100 0 0 

BRADFORD GRAMMAR SCHOOL 100 100 100 100 

COTTINGLEY FITNESS & WELLBEING CENTRE 100 100 100 100 

ECCLESHILL SWIMMING POOL 100 95 64 70 

ILKLEY SWIMMING POOL 48 54 52 52 

MARRIOTT LEISURE & COUNTRY CLUB (HOLLINS HALL) 36 48 40 42 

NEW CITY CENTRE POOL 0 0 100 100 

NEW NORTH BRADFORD SC 0 0 100 100 

NEW SOUTH BRADFORD SC 0 0 100 100 

NEW SOUTH WEST BRADFORD SC 0 0 100 100 

QUEENSBURY SWIMMING POOL 100 100 0 0 

RHODESWAY POOL 100 100 100 100 

RICHARD DUNN SPORTS CENTRE 100 100 0 0 

SHIPLEY FITNESS & WELLBEING CENTRE 100 100 100 100 

SHIPLEY SWIMMING POOL 100 100 79 92 

THE LEISURE CENTRE KEIGHLEY 100 100 100 100 

TONG SPORTS CENTRE AND POOL 100 100 100 100 

UNIVERSITY OF BRADFORD SPORTS CENTRE 100 100 100 100 

Calderdale 93 95 91 92 

Craven 54 59 57 58 

Kirklees 81 81 76 78 

Leeds 72 75 72 73 

Pendle 74 76 75 75 

Harrogate 53 56 56 56 
 
 
In practical terms, a pool can be regarded as uncomfortably busy when more than 70% of its 
capacity is used.  It is important to note that this figure applies to the whole of the peak period 
whereas in reality there may be times in the peak period when a pool may be empty.  The 
results show that all but three of Bradford’s pools are full to capacity during peak times. These 
pools are at Bingley Grammar School, Ilkley and the Marriott Leisure and Country Club (Hollins 
Hall).  The only other pool operating at less than 100% is Bingley Swimming Pool. The fact that 
all five of Bradford’s biggest pools (in terms of annual throughput) are operating between 93%-
100% goes some way to explaining why unmet demand in the District is the result of lack of 
capacity.  However, if all of Bradford’s swimming pools were to offer the full range of peak hours 
then capacity would increase almost 20% and fewer visits would be unsatisfied.  
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The table below shows how the model distributes swimmers between  pools . The model results 
suggest that the highest throughputs are at four local authority run pools - Richard Dunn Sports 
Centre, Eccleshill Swimming Pool, Shipley Swimming Pool and Keighley Leisure Centre with 
the University-operated pool also showing a large annual throughput. 
 
Table 5.10 Annual throughput 
 

STUDY AREA RUN 1 RUN 2 RUN 3 RUN 4 

Individual Sites (projected annual 
throughput) 2014 2022 2022 2022 

Bradford 1970026 1986112 2610832 2468149 

BINGLEY GRAMMAR SCHOOL 35224 50771 39911 44710 

BINGLEY SWIMMING POOL 103452 91191 0 0 

BOWLING SWIMMING POOL 94975 94975 0 0 

BRADFORD GRAMMAR SCHOOL 71681 71681 71681 71681 
COTTINGLEY FITNESS & WELLBEING 
CENTRE 176679 176679 176679 176679 

ECCLESHILL SWIMMING POOL 273109 259391 174581 190640 

ILKLEY SWIMMING POOL 62812 69897 67702 68422 
MARRIOTT LEISURE & COUNTRY CLUB 
(HOLLINS HALL) 58044 77476 65082 67852 

NEW CITY CENTRE SPORTS CENTRE 0 0 432520 432520 

NEW NORTH BRADFORD SC 0 0 287885 224910 

NEW SOUTH BRADFORD SC 0 0 287885 224910 

NEW SOUTH WEST BRADFORD SC 0 0 287885 224910 

QUEENSBURY SWIMMING POOL 48680 48680 0 0 

RHODESWAY POOL 13000 13000 13000 13000 

RICHARD DUNN SPORTS CENTRE 289403 289403 0 0 

SHIPLEY FITNESS & WELLBEING CENTRE 143692 143692 143692 143692 

SHIPLEY SWIMMING POOL 177987 177987 141042 162935 

THE LEISURE CENTRE KEIGHLEY 191581 191581 191581 191581 

TONG SPORTS CENTRE AND POOL 56529 56529 56529 56529 
UNIVERSITY OF BRADFORD SPORTS 
CENTRE 173179 173179 173179 173179 

Calderdale 862993 887415 844638 859755 

Craven 191491 209610 203106 206175 

Kirklees 1920982 1961234 1845306 1879774 

Leeds 3384815 3556602 3434767 3467955 

Pendle 421465 428833 428095 428402 

  597652 634070 633892 633920 
 
 
The other pools have significantly lower throughputs for a variety of reasons: Tong and Bingley 
Grammar School pools have limited opening hours and are only available for part of the peak 
period; commercial pools such as the Nuffield and Marriott facilities are less attractive because 
of their different charging structures; Queensbury, Bingley, and Bowling pools, all local authority 
owned, have low throughputs mainly because the size of the pool limits the number of visits 
that can be accommodated; while Ilkley has a relatively low catchment population and so there 
is limited demand generated from its the catchment area. 
 

 
The model estimates that pools in Bradford handle 31,950 swims per week in the peak period 
and an annual throughput of 1,970,050 swims. 
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5.7 Relative Share 
 
Relative share looks at the amount of pool space people would enjoy if all residents with a 
propensity to swim chose to access their local pool at peak time. It provides a measure of 
equality of access. All local authority figures are expressed relative to the national average (at 
100) so  a Relative Share score of less than 100 indicates a below average share; more than 
100 shows a better than average share. 
 
Table 5.11 Relative share 
 

Score - with 100 = FPM Total (England and also including adjoining LAs in 
Scotland and Wales) 

RUN 1 

Region\County\LA  2014 

ENGLAND TOTAL 99.1 

YORKSHIRE TOTAL 89.5 

AREA TOTAL 83.3 

Bradford 59.6 

Kirklees 80.7 

Leeds 91.2 

 
 
Bradford residents’ relative share score is 60 - 40  below the national figure and the lowest 
figure in the study area (83) and the region (91).  Relative share can also be mapped as shown 
in Fig 5.7 below. 
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Figure 5.5 Relative Share  
 
 

 
 
 
The map shows that almost all of Bradford has a relative share which is below the national 
figure – there is only one exception to this rule and that is the Baildon area. This low level of 
relative share is a consequence of the high levels of use calculated for the pools.  With a 
reasonable distribution of pools across the district most people with access to a car can get to 
more than one pool within a 20 minute drive.  However, because most of the pools are operating 
at capacity they have no scope to accommodate additional visits and so choice is restricted.  If 
the pools were less busy then the relative share figure would be closer to the national average. 
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Section 6: Comparison of changes in Runs 2, 3 and 4 
 
 
The following sections set out the effects of three sets of changes to the 2014 baseline;  

 Run 2 applies the ONS population projections for 2022 to test the capacity of the pool 
stock to accommodate the increased demand from population growth; 

 Run 3 uses the same 2022 population but changes the supply of pools by closing four 
sites and adding four new sites in different locations, increasing the total maount of  
waterspace available; 

 Run 4  makes the same closures and openings as Run 3 but omits the ancillary pools 
from all the sites except the City Centre one so the additional waterspace is reduced; 

 
 
6.1 Supply of swimming pools 
 
Table 6.1 Supply (pools located in Bradford) 
 

 RUN 1 RUN 2 RUN 3 RUN 4 

Table 1 - Supply 2014 2022 2022 2022 

Number of pools 21 21 25 22 

Number of pool sites 16 16 16 16 

Supply of total water space in sqm 4738 4738 5427 5154 

Supply of water space in sqm , scaled by hours 
available in the pp 3773.25 3773.25 4624.45 4351.45 

Supply of total water space in VPWPP 32701 32701 40079 37713 

Waterspace per 1000 people 8.8 8.3 9.5 9.0 

 
 
Run 2 looks at how the pool stock copes with projected population growth to the year 2022. By 
this year Bradford’s population is projected to grow from 524,000 to 584,000 (an increase of 
over 11%). 
 
This run does not change the number or location of pools. However since the run models the 
position in 2022, the pools are 10 years older and so a number of pools will be less attractive. 
With no increase in the supply of water space but an increase in population, the amount of 
waterspace per head of population falls from 8.8m2 per 1000 people in Run 1 to 8.3m2 in Run 
2. This is well below the national figure of 12.0M2 and also of adjacent areas such as Leeds 
where provision is in line with national levels. 
 
Run 3 closes the sites at Bowling, Richard Dunn, Queensbury and Bingley and adds four new 
sites with additional waterspace in South West, South, North Bradford and the City Centre.  The 
number of pool sites remains unchanged but there are 4 additional pools as each of the new 
sites includes both main and ancillary pools. Total waterspace is now 5,427, an increase of 
689m2 over Runs 1 and 2. The supply of waterspace in Run 3, equivalent to 40,079 vpwpp,  is 
the highest of any of the runs and is an increase of 23% over Runs 1 and 2.  Waterspace per 
1000 people increases from 8.3m2 in Run 2 to 9.5m2 in Run 3, the highest level of provision in 
any of the scenarios but still below the England figure of 12.0m2 
 
Run 4 reduces the amount of additional waterspace by omitting the ancillary pools at the 
proposed South, South West and North Bradford sites. Total waterspace is now 5,154m2, a fall 
of 263m2 from Run 3.  The capacity of all the pool sites in vpwpp, drops from 40,079 in Run 3 
to 37,713 in Run 4, still significantly better than either Run 1 or Run 2. 
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6.2 Demand for swimming pools 
 
Table 6.2 Demand for swimming pools from Bradford residents 
 
 

Table 2 - Demand 
Run 1 
2014 

Run 2 
2022 

Run 3 
2022 

Run 4 
2022 

Population 537519 571526 571526 571526 

Swims demanded –vpwpp 35621 37315 37315 37315 
Equivalent in waterspace – with comfort 
factor included  5871.53 6150.89 6150.89 6150.89 

% of population without access to a car 30.2 30.2 30.2 30.2 

 
 
In Run 2, the 2022 population is derived from ONS-based projections based on the 2011 
census and this shows an increase of 34,000 over Run 1. As a result demand for swims per 
week in the peak period increases from 35,621 to 37,315. The amount of waterspace needed 
to accommodate this level of peak demand equates to 6,150 m2 (with a comfort factor applied), 
an increase of 279 m2 over the 2014 figure (equivalent to one small 25m pool). Figure 6.1 below 
shows the distribution and scale of demand across Bradford in Run 2. The areas of highest 
demand are in the main Bradford urban area and the Keighley area.   
 
Figure 6.1 Demand for swimming  

 
 
There are no changes to the population in Runs 3 and 4 and so no change in demand or 
waterspace required over Run 2.  Bradford residents’ travel patterns and relative mobility are 
also unchanged by the population increase. 
 
Bradford has a demand per person for swimming that is higher than both the regional and 
national averages as well as adjacent local authorities. This is explained by a relatively young 
age structure and while demand per person in all areas falls between 2014 and 2022 as a result 
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of an ageing population, the level of demand per person remains higher than the national 
average.   
 
 
 
 
Table 6.3 Demand for swimming per 1000 people 
 

 
 

vpwpp per 1000 persons 

 2014 2022 

Bradford 66.3 65.3 

Calderdale 64.6 63.2 

Craven 60.9 59.2 

Kirklees 65.0 64.4 

Leeds 65.7 64.8 

Pendle 64.7 63.5 

Harrogate 62.6 62.3 

YORKSHIRE TOTAL 64.4 63.5 

ENGLAND TOTAL 64.5 63.7 

 
 
Table 6.4 below shows how demand in Bradford compares with other areas. 
 
 
6.3 Supply/demand balance 
 
Table 6.4 Supply / Demand Balance 
 
 

Supply/Demand Balance 
Run 1 
2014 

Run 2 
2022 

Run 3 
2022 

Run 4 
2022 

Supply -   Swimming pool provision (sqm) scaled to take account 
of hours available for community use 3773.25 3773.25 4624.45 4351.45 

Demand  -  Swimming pool provision (sqm) taking into account a 
‘comfort’ factor 5871.53 6150.89 6150.89 6150.89 

Supply / Demand balance  - Variation in sqm of provision 
available compared to the minimum required to meet demand. -2098.28 -2377.64 -1526.44 -1799.44 

 
 
Bradford’s supply of waterspace in 2022 remains unchanged in Run 2 at 3,775m2 but demand 
has now increased to 6,150m2, and Bradford’s supply / demand deficit has increased from 
2098m2 to 2377m2.. This high level of unmet demand is well above both the regional and the 
national average. Since demand exceeds supply, this gives the first indication that pools will be 
full to capacity at a number of sites and that demand for swimming might go unmet. 
 
The changes in Run 3, closing four pools and opening four new sites with an increase in the 
waterspace available, helps to reduce the level of unmet demand.  In Run 3 the supply/demand 
deficit falls to 1526m2, significantly lower than both the 2014 and 2022 figures. 
 
Run 4 has a slightly lower amount of water space than Run 3 and consequently the 
supply/demand deficit increases slightly over Run 3 to 1799m2.  This, however, is still better 
than the position in Runs 1 and 2. 
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6.4 Satisfied demand 
 
 
Table 6.5 Satisfied Demand (demand from Bradford residents met by supply) 
 
 

Satisfied Demand 
Run 1 
2014 

Run 2 
2022 

Run 3 
2022 

Run 4 
2022 

Total number of visits which are met  31947 33376 34143 33909 

% of total demand satisfied   89.7 89.4 91.5 90.9 

Total Annual Throughput 1970026 1986112 2610832 2468149 

% of demand satisfied who travelled by car 73.5 73.8 71.8 72.3 

% of demand satisfied who travelled by foot 13.6 13.3 15.6 15.1 

% of demand satisfied who travelled by public transport 13.0 12.9 12.7 12.6 

Demand Retained 26326 26888 30333 29519 

Demand Retained -as a % of Satisfied Demand  82.4 80.6 88.8 87.1 

Demand Exported 5621 6488 3810 4391 

Demand Exported -as a % of Satisfied Demand  17.6 19.4 11.2 12.9 

 
 
The population increase between 2014 (Run 1) and 2022 (Run 2) produces additional demand  
and so, with no change to the supply of swimming pools, satisfied demand falls slightly, from 
89.7% in 2014 to 89.4% in 2022.  This is below the national figure of 91% and also lower than 
adjacent local authorities such as Leeds (91.2%) and Kirklees (90.9%).  
 
The amount of demand generated by Bradford residents that can be accommodated in pools 
in Bradford drops from 82.4% in Run 1 to 80.6% in Run 2 indicating that more visits are 
directed to pools outside Bradford.  Pools in Leeds are the main destination but some 
demand also goes to pools in Kirklees and Calderdale. 
 
The additional waterspace provided in Run 3 significantly improves the position.  Satisfied 
demand increases to 91.5%, the highest figure of any of the runs, and 90.9% in Run 4.  This 
is in line with both the national figure and adjacent authorities Leeds and Kirklees. 
 
The impact of increasing the amount of waterspace and the resulting higher level of satisfied 
demand is carried through to a significantly higher number of visits to pools in Bradford 
(shown in the table above as “throughput”).  Between Run 2 and Run 3 throughput increases 
by 624,725 visits, up 31%.  Increasing the amount of waterspace boosts capacity across the 
area and so the additional demand generated by the growth in population can now be 
accommodated by pools in Bradford. Fewer visits are made to pools in adjoining areas, more 
visits are attracted from these areas and throughput at Bradford pools increases very 
substantially.  Bradford now has the same number of pool sites (16) as in 2014 but a massive 
31% increase in throughput. 
 
The position in Run 4 is similar to Run 3 but because the amount of waterspace added is 
slightly less – ancillary pools omitted at South, South West and North Bradford sites – the 
level of satisfied demand is slightly lower at 90.9% but still in line with national figure and 
adjacent areas.  Throughput is also lower but still substantially higher than either Run 1 or 
Run 2, 24% up on the 2022 baseline. 
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6.5 Unmet demand 
 
 
Table 6.6 Unmet demand (demand from Bradford residents not met by supply) 
 
 

Unmet Demand 
Run 1 
2014 

Run 2 
2022 

Run 3 
2022 

Run 4 
2022 

Total number of visits in the peak, not currently being met 3674 3939 3172 3406 
Unmet demand as a % of total demand 10.3 10.6 8.5 9.1 

Equivalent in Water space m2  - with comfort factor 605.59 649.34 522.93 561.43 

 % of Unmet Demand due to ;         
    Lack of Capacity - 30.8 32.4 23.0 28.2 
    Outside Catchment - 69.2 67.6 77.0 71.8 
Outside Catchment;  69.2 67.6 77.0 71.8 
  % Unmet demand who do not have access to a car 64.0 62.4 70.5 65.7 

  % of Unmet demand who have access to a car 5.3 5.2 6.6 6.1 

Lack of Capacity; 30.8 32.4 23.0 28.2 
  % Unmet demand who do not have access to a car 26.1 27.2 19.6 23.8 
  % of Unmet demand who have access to a car 4.6 5.2 3.4 4.4 

 
 
 
In Run 2 10.6% of the total demand for peak period swimming from Bradford residents is not 
being met by the existing supply (where supply includes facilities in Bradford and adjoining 
areas). The figure stood at 10.3 % in Run 1 so the small increase in demand generated by the 
population growth cannot all be met by pools in the study area. This level of unmet demand is 
higher than the national figure and the disparity has widened between Run 1 and Run 2.  The 
amount of unmet demand is equivalent  to 650m2 of waterspace, equivalent to two small 25m 
pools. 
 
Within the model, unmet demand can result from either a lack of capacity (pools are full) or 
from people living outside the catchment of facilities (pools are too far away from where 
people live).  For Bradford residents an above average level of unmet demand arises 
because the local pools are full to capacity. In Run 2 lack of capacity now accounts for 32% of 
unmet demand compared with the national average (15.0%) and the regional average 
(12.0%). People without access to a car are most affected by this – almost all of this unmet 
demand comes from this group. When the nearest pool is full, potential users without access 
to a car cannot choose another pool as there is none within walking distance. 
 
 
The remaining 68% of unmet demand is outside the catchment area of any of the pools and 
again is largely made up of people who do not have access to a car (62% of total unmet 
demand).  If there is no pool within the specified walking catchment then these potential visits 
cannot be satisfied.  The network of pools across Bradford and adjacent areas provides many 
more sites for swimming so when users have access to a car they have a much greater  
choice of pools to visit and so this demand is more likely to be satisfied.   
 
Figure 6.2  below maps the distribution of unmet demand across the study area in Run 2. The 
greatest concentration of unmet demand is in the  Bradford urban area with hotspots in the 
Great Horton/Little Horton/Lidgett Green area and east of the city centre in the 
Barkerend/Bradford Moor/Leeds Old Road/Killinghall Road area. There is another 
concentration around Keighley.   
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Figure 6.3 Unmet demand for swimming Run 2 
 

 
Figure  6.4 below shows the impact of increasing waterspace (Run 3).  Although the two 
“hotspot” areas of unmet demand are still present, the amount of unmet demand in any of the 
 
Figure 6.4 Unmet demand for swimming Run 3 
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areas is significantly lower and the amount of unmet demand drops to 8.5%.  This is the 
lowest level of any of the runs and in line with regional and national levels. 
 
This pattern is repeated in Run 4 with a slight increase in unmet demand over Run 3.  The 
level of unmet demand rises slightly to 9.1%, still significantly better than Runs 1 and 2.  
There is a small increase in the amount of unmet demand due to lack of capacity, up from 
23% in R3 to 28% but still significantly better than Runs 1 and 2. 
 
Figure 6.5 below maps unmet demand in a different way, calculating all the unmet demand 
that could access a notional facility in the centre of each grid square.  Demand from all the 
grid squares within the catchment area is added together and provides an indication of any 
potential ”hotspots” that could be an effective location for new or expanded swimming pool 
provision.   
 
Figure 6.5 Aggregated unmet demand Run 2 
 

 
 
The map for Run 2 above, shows a number of areas in and around central Bradford where 
there are high levels of aggregated unmet demand. Although none of the locations has 
sufficient unmet demand alone to support a new pool, the scale of the unmet demand and the 
high levels of usage indicate that additional waterspace in some of these locations would be 
effective in both reducing unmet demand and lowering usage levels at existing pools to a 
more comfortable level. 
 
Run 3 models the closure of four pool sites and opening four new sites with an overall 
increase of waterspace.  This change delivers a significant reduction in aggregated unmet 
demand at the “hotspots” with substantial reductions in central and north Bradford and slight 
reductions to the north and north west of the main urban area.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



AC Final 12 March 2015                    31 
 

Figure 6.6 Aggregated unmet demand Run 3 
 

 
 
 
The closure of the pool in Bingley and the addition of new pools in the city centre and north 
Bradford does not appear to have adversely affected levels of unmet demand in the Bingley 
and Shipley areas.  However, Bingley residents will now have to drive or use public transport 
to get to a pool but there are pools within the drive/public transport catchments and so 
demand can be supported by the pools provided in this scenario. 
 
There are still significant “hotspots” in urban Bradford south of the city centre despite the 
provision of a large new pool in the city centre and new pools in South and South West 
Bradford.  This suggests that the levels of demand are very high and that the new pools will 
be very busy.  Omitting the ancillary pools (Run 4)  increases the amount of unmet demand. It 
also underlines the importance of pools not operated by the local authority.  The University of 
Bradford swimming pool for example is calculated to be operating at capacity in Runs 2, 3 
and 4 so any changes to management arrangements/community access there could impact 
on the amount of demand that might be satisfied. In North Bradford, the pool at Bradford 
Grammar School is also open to the community and calculated to be heavily used. 
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6.6 Used capacity 
 
 
Table 6.7 Used Capacity  
 

Table 6 - Used Capacity 2014 Run 1 2022 Run 2 2022 Run 3 
 

2022 Run 4 

Total number of visits used of 
current capacity  29914 30134 35571 33926 

% of overall capacity of pools used 91.5 92.1 88.8 90 

% of visits made to pools by walkers 14.6 14.8 15 15.1 

% of visits made to pools by road 85.4 85.2 85 84.9 

Visits Imported;         

Number of visits imported 3589 3246 5238 4407 

As a % of used capacity 12 10.8 14.7 13 

Visits Retained:         

Number of Visits retained 26326 26888 30333 29519 

As a % of used capacity 88 89.2 85.3 87 

 
 
The used capacity figure includes all visits to Bradford pools including those made by non-
Bradford residents .The model estimates that in 2022 (Run 2), 92% of pool capacity in Bradford 
is being used at peak times.  This is a very high figure when compared with the national average 
(67%) and the regional average (70%). Table  6.8 below shows how the percentage of capacity 
used varies between pools in Bradford. 
 
Table 6.8 used capacity in Bradford swimming pools 
 
 

STUDY AREA RUN 1 RUN 2 RUN 3 RUN 4 

Utilised Capacity 2014 2022 2022 2022 

FPM TOTAL 64 67 67 67 

ENGLAND TOTAL 65 67 67 67 

YORKSHIRE TOTAL 68 70 69 69 

STUDY AREA TOTAL 76 78 76 77 

Bradford 91 92 89 90 

BINGLEY GRAMMAR SCHOOL 54 78 62 69 

BINGLEY SWIMMING POOL 95 84 0 0 

BOWLING SWIMMING POOL 100 100 0 0 

BRADFORD GRAMMAR SCHOOL 100 100 100 100 

COTTINGLEY FITNESS & WELLBEING CENTRE 100 100 100 100 

ECCLESHILL SWIMMING POOL 100 95 64 70 

ILKLEY SWIMMING POOL 48 54 52 52 

MARRIOTT LEISURE & COUNTRY CLUB (HOLLINS HALL) 36 48 40 42 

NEW CITY CENTRE POOL 0 0 100 100 

NEW NORTH BRADFORD SC 0 0 100 100 

NEW SOUTH BRADFORD SC 0 0 100 100 

NEW SOUTH WEST BRADFORD SC 0 0 100 100 

QUEENSBURY SWIMMING POOL 100 100 0 0 
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RHODESWAY POOL 100 100 100 100 

RICHARD DUNN SPORTS CENTRE 100 100 0 0 

SHIPLEY FITNESS & WELLBEING CENTRE 100 100 100 100 

SHIPLEY SWIMMING POOL 100 100 79 92 

THE LEISURE CENTRE KEIGHLEY 100 100 100 100 

TONG SPORTS CENTRE AND POOL 100 100 100 100 

UNIVERSITY OF BRADFORD SPORTS CENTRE 100 100 100 100 

Calderdale 93 95 91 92 

Craven 54 59 57 58 

Kirklees 81 81 76 78 

Leeds 72 75 72 73 

Pendle 74 76 75 75 

Harrogate 53 56 56 56 
 
 
Of the sixteen swimming pool sites in Bradford, eleven are calculated to be fully utilised so that 
they have no spare capacity for any additional demand.  Only two sites, Ilkley Swimming Pool 
and the Marriott Leisure Club at Hollins Hall are below the 70% utilisation threshold at which 
pools are considered to be getting uncomfortably full.  The high levels of utilisation also 
underline the importance of pools in non- local authority ownership in meeting demand from 
Bradford residents. 
 
The changes in Run 3 have only limited impact on levels of utilisation.  This is to be expected 
given the very large supply/demand deficit highlighted at Section 3.  Additional waterspace 
improves the position slightly at a few pools but overall the level of demand is so high that most 
of the pools will continue to operate at or near capacity.  The only exception to this is Eccleshill 
Pool where the utilised capacity figure drops from 100% in R1 to 95% in Run 2 and falls 
significantly to 64% in Run 3.  However, this is still a good level of usage and close to the 
comfortable operating threshold of 70%.  
 
Run 4 removes the ancillary pools at three of the new sites and so there is a reduction in the 
amount of waterspace and pools but no change in the number of sites.  This change directs 
more demand to the remaining pools and while no more pools become full, several show 
significant rises in utilised capacity.  Shipley pool, for example is now at 92% and Eccleshill 
Pool rises to 70%.  Ilkley pool remains around the 50% mark reflecting the lower catchment 
population. 
 
The model also calculates the number of visits made each year to each of the pools included 
in the assessment. Table 6.8 below sets out the throughput for all Bradford pools and total 
throughput for the adjacent council areas. 
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Table  6.8 projected throughput at Bradford swimming pools 
 

STUDY AREA RUN 1 RUN 2 RUN 3 RUN 4 

Individual Sites (projected annual 
th'put) 2014 2022 2022 2022 

Bradford 1970025 1986100 2610825 2468150 

BINGLEY GRAMMAR SCHOOL 35224 50771 39911 44710 

BINGLEY SWIMMING POOL 103450 91200 0 0 

BOWLING SWIMMING POOL 94975 94975 0 0 

BRADFORD GRAMMAR SCHOOL 71675 71675 71675 71675 
COTTINGLEY FITNESS & WELLBEING 
CENTRE 176679 176679 176679 176679 

ECCLESHILL SWIMMING POOL 273100 259400 174575 190650 

ILKLEY SWIMMING POOL 62812 69897 67702 68422 
MARRIOTT LEISURE & COUNTRY CLUB 
(HOLLINS HALL) 58044 77476 65082 67852 

NEW CITY CENTRE POOL 0 0 432520 432520 

NEW NORTH BRADFORD SC 0 0 287885 224910 

NEW SOUTH BRADFORD SC 0 0 287885 224910 

NEW SOUTH WEST BRADFORD SC 0 0 287885 224910 

QUEENSBURY SWIMMING POOL 48680 48680 0 0 

RHODESWAY POOL 13000 13000 13000 13000 

RICHARD DUNN SPORTS CENTRE 289403 289403 0 0 

SHIPLEY FITNESS & WELLBEING CENTRE 143692 143692 143692 143692 

SHIPLEY SWIMMING POOL 177987 177987 141042 162935 

THE LEISURE CENTRE KEIGHLEY 191581 191581 191581 191581 

TONG SPORTS CENTRE AND POOL 56529 56529 56529 56529 
UNIVERSITY OF BRADFORD SPORTS 
CENTRE 173179 173179 173179 173179 

Calderdale 862993 887415 844638 859755 

Craven 191491 209610 203106 206175 

Kirklees 1920982 1961234 1845306 1879774 

Leeds 3384815 3556602 3434767 3467955 

Pendle 421465 428833 428095 428402 

Harrogate 597652 634070 633892 633920 
 
 
 
Run 2  uses the 2022 population projections and estimates that Bradford’s pools will be 
handling 30,125 swims each week in the peak period (up from 29925 in 2012), and an annual 
throughput of 1,986,100 swims (up from 1,970,025 in Run 1). Both these increases are of a 
much smaller magnitude than the increase in Bradford’s population and consequent increase 
in demand for swimming that the model calculates.  This suggests that more swimming pool 
visits are being exported to pools in adjacent local authority areas and/or that some potential 
visits are not being satisfied because pools are already at capacity and so these potential visits 
go unsatisfied. 
 
Run 3 shows a significant increase in both visits per week and total annual throughput which 
now rises to 2,610,825, a massive increase of 31% over Run 2. The increased capacity at pools 
in Bradford has a knock-on effect on pools in some adjacent areas.  Throughput at pools in 
Leeds falls partly because Bradford residents can now access a pool in their local area and 
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also because some demand will now be attracted to the new pools in Bradford.  There is a 
similar impact on pools in Kirklees. Run 4 shows a slightly lower rise (24%) although still very 
substantial.  So although there are no additional sites in Runs 3 and 4, annual throughput 
increases by up to 31%, the larger sites are more efficient and able to handle more visits.  The 
calculated throughputs for the four new facilities are significantly higher than any of the existing 
facilities, only Eccleshill comes close to matching the number of visits attracted to the new sites. 
 
 
6.7 Relative Share 
 
Relative share describes the amount of pool space that people would enjoy if all residents with 
a propensity to swim chose to access their local pool at peak time. In shorthand it is sometimes 
described as a measure of equality of access. All local authority figures are expressed relative 
to the national score (100). 
 
Table 6.9 Relative share 
 

Bradford Relative Share 
Run 1 
2014 

Run 2 
2022 

Run 3 
2022 

Run 4 
2022 

Score - with 100 = FPM Total (England and 
also including adjoining LAs in Scotland and 
Wales) 59.6 54.7 80.5 75.9 

+/- from FPM Total (England and also 
including adjoining LAs in Scotland and 
Wales) -40.4 -45.3 -19.5 -24.1 

 
 
In Run 1 Bradford residents’ relative share is 60, this is 40 below the national average and the 
lowest figure in the study area - the regional figure is 90 and adjacent authorities such as Leeds 
(91) and Kirklees (80) have much higher scores.  This low level of relative share is a 
consequence of the high levels of usage calculated for the pools.  With a reasonable distribution 
of pools across the district most people with access to a car can get to more than one pool 
within 20 minutes drive/walk.  Because most of the pools are operating at capacity they have 
no scope to accommodate additional visits and so choice is restricted.  If the pools were less 
busy then the relative share figure would be closer to 100%.  Bradford residents potentially 
have access to more than one pool but because all the main pools are operating at full capacity, 
there is no capacity to offer an alternative destination for a pool visit. 
 
The population changes introduced in Run 2 only exacerbate the position and the Bradford 
score drops to 55 reflecting the high level of utilisation at all the main pools. 
 
The changes to the stock of pools in Run 3 improves the supply of waterspace by providing 
more pools increasing the amount of waterspace at the replacement facilities.  This has a clear 
impact on relative share scores with the Bradford figure now at 81, much closer to the regional 
score and also that of adjacent authorities.  The position in Run 4 is similar, a big improvement 
over Run 2 but not as high a score as Run 3 which has the best supply of waterspace of any of 
the runs. 
 
Figures 6.8 and 6.9 below show the impact of the changes between Runs 2 and 3.                                                   
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Figure 6.8 Relative Share – Run 2 

 
  
Figure 6.9 Relative share Run 3 
 

 
 
 
As with most of the other measures in Run 2, the map shows that the geography of negative 
relative share remains relatively consistent across the District. The degree of negative share 
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has however intensified over Run 1 with scores of  minus 60 below the national share  
recorded across parts of central Bradford and the Worth Valley area south of Keighley.  The 
low scores in the Bradford urban area reflect the high level of demand from this heavily 
populated area and the high level of utilisation of the pools with little opportunity to travel to a 
less busy one.  The low scores in the Worth Valley area are more a reflection of restricted 
choice – there is only one pool accessible to residents in this area so those without access to 
a car have a very limited opportunity to visit a pool.  Many of those with access to a car have 
no other pools within a reasonable driving distance. This underlines the importance of 
Keighley Sports Centre pool in meeting local swimming demand. 
 
Run 3 shows the improvement that the increased waterspace provided in this run has brought 
about.  The whole district still has relatively poor access to pools compared with the rest of 
England but access has improved across the whole district.  There are now a few areas north 
of Shipley with a relative share as good or better than the national average.  Run 4 reflects 
the reduced waterspace available and the negative scores increase slightly across the whole 
district.  
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Section 7 Summary and conclusions 
 
This section summarises the key findings of each of the seven measures reported in the FPM 
assessment.  This starts in Run 1 with an assessment of the current position then tests the 
impact of population change, modelling the position in 2022 and this in effect becomes the new 
baseline against which the changes in pool provision in Runs 3 and 4 are tested.  Run 3 closes 
pools at Bowling, Bingley, Queensbury and Richard Dunn and adds new sites in North, south 
West and south Bradford and in the city centre. 
 
The Runs examine the impact of particular changes on the supply/demand balance of 
swimming provision within Bradford and these are summarised below: 
 
Supply 
 
Bradford has a relatively low level of provision compared with other  West Yorkshire authorities 
and major cities.  In 2014 there are 16 sites with 21 swimming pools and total waterspace of 
4738m2, equivalent to 37,775 vpwp.  This provides 8.8m2 of waterspace for each 1000 residents 
compared with the national figure of 12.7m2 and Leeds 12.4m2. 
 
The changes modelled in Runs 3 and 4 increase the supply.  Although the number of sites 
stays the same, the number of pools increases to 25 in Run 3 and waterspace rises to 5,427m2, 
a 15% increase over the current supply.  The level of provision is still below both regional and 
national levels but this is offset to some extent by the availability of swimming pools in 
neighbouring districts and by the good spread of pools across the district which allows good 
access to virtually all communities. 

 
 

Demand 
 
Applying the ONS based populations for 2022 results in an increase of 34,000 people in 
Bradford and a consequent increase in demand which rises from 35,625 vpwpp in 2014 to 
37,325 vpwpp in 2022. In waterspace terms this represents a demand for 5875 m2 in 2014 and 
6150 m2 in 2022, an increase of 5%.  Runs 3 and 4 do not change the demand from residents.  
The main “hotspots” of demand are in the urban area of Bradford and in Keighley. 
 
Supply/demand balance 
 
Demand exceeds supply in Bradford in both 2014 and in 2022.  There is a deficit of 2,100m2 in 
2014 which increases to 2,375m2 in 2022.  The additional provision in Run 3 reduces this deficit 
significantly, it drops to 1,525 m2 well below both the 2014 and 2022 baseline levels.  This is 
still a substantial deficit and is reflected in the used capacity figures for local swimming pools 
(see section below); 
 
Satisfied demand 
 
In 2014 89.7% of demand for swimming from Bradford residents is satisfied by pools in the 
study area.  The increase in population between 2014 and 2022 generates additional demand 
and with no additional provision, satisfied demand falls to 89.4% (Run 2).  Providing additional 
waterspace reverses this trend with satisfied demand increasing to 91.5% (in line with the 
national average) in Run 3 and 90.9% in Run 4.   
 
Unmet demand 
 
Unmet demand in Bradford at 10.3% in 2014 is higher than the national level (8.6%) and the 
increased population in 2022 increases this to 10.6%.  Providing more waterspace reduces the 
deficit and the Bradford figure falls to 8.5% in Run 3 and 9.1% in Run 4.  Over 30% of this 
unmet demand in 2022 is because of lack of capacity in local swimming pools whereas across 
England only 15% of unmet demand is due to lack of capacity.  This reflects the very high levels 
of used capacity in Bradford pools and the substantial supply/demand deficit already noted.  
Providing additional waterspace reduces this to 23% (Run 3), still ahead of the national figure 
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but a substantial improvement and indicates that many more local visits can now be met at local 
pools.  This also shows up in the demand retained figures: in Run 2 only 81% of Bradford 
demand could be met at local pools; in 2022 (Run 3) 89% of visits now go to local swimming 
pools. 
 
“Hotspots” of unmet demand again reflect the main areas of population with urban Bradford 
and Keighley showing the highest levels of demand.  
 
Used capacity 
 
The model calculates very high levels of used capacity for swimming pools in Bradford in all 
four runs. In Run 2 all the main community swimming pools, with the exception of Ilkley 
Swimming Pool, are calculated to be operating at full capacity and will be turning visits away.  
This is still the picture for Runs 3 and 4 – all the new swimming pools modelled are full to 
capacity.  Only two sites, Ilkley and the Marriott at Hollins Hall, are below the 70% comfort 
threshold above which pools are considered to be uncomfortably busy.  Removing the ancillary 
pools in Run 4 increases the pressure on the main community sites.  
 
The additional waterspace provided in Runs 3 and 4 together with the attractiveness of new 
facilities helps to push up throughput.  Total throughput in Bradford rises by 31% in Run 3, up 
by 624,725 visits, a very significant change.  This will have a positive effect on the financial 
viability of the new facilities. 
 
Relative share 
 
Bradford residents’ share of swimming pool space is well below the national level.  The score 
of 54 in Run 2 against the national benchmark of 100  indicates that Bradford residents have 
very limited choice and relatively poor access to swimming pools. Heavily used facilities restrict 
choice.  Adjacent areas offer much better opportunities – Leeds score in Run 2 is 94 and 
Kirklees 75 while more rural Harrogate registers 127. 
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Conclusions 
 
 
 

- Current waterspace provision in Bradford is lower than both the regional and national 
figures; 

 
- The FPM calculations strongly indicate that many pools will be at full capacity across 

the whole peak period and so lack of capacity will be a significant cause of unmet 
demand in some areas;  

 
- Closing four sites and providing four new facilities in urban Bradford focuses new 

and additional provision on the areas of the district with both the greatest amount of 
demand and the highest levels of unmet demand.  The changes do not appear to 
adversely affect access to swimming pools for residents in the areas where 
swimming pools have been closed indicating that there are pools within the 
geographical catchment with capacity. 

 
- Providing four new swimming pool sites with ancillary pools makes the biggest 

impact on unmet demand and offers the best access to Bradford residents.  Run 4, 
where three of the ancillary swimming pools are omitted, is not so effective but it is 
still a significant improvement on the baseline levels of 2014 and 2022 in Runs 1 and 
2; 

 
- There are still “hotspots” of unmet demand in urban Bradford and some visits will be 

turned away because pools are full to capacity.  There may be potential to increase 
the opening hours of some  pools to add capacity to the network; 

 
- Throughput increases very substantially in both Run 3 and Run 4 indicating that the 

new sites are in locations that are attractive and accessible to potential users.  The 
consequent increase in revenue that this could generate should help to make the 
facilities more financially sustainable; 

 
- Despite the increase in waterspace modelled in Runs 3 and 4, utilisation levels in 

Bradford remain very high reflecting the calculated supply/demand deficit shown in 
all four runs.  If all the calculated demand is expressed then several swimming pools 
will be uncomfortably busy; 

 
- Eight of the sixteen sites in Bradford are in local authority control; the other eight,  

split between the education and commercial sectors, are important in meeting local 
demand.  If these pools were not available to the community then the local authority 
controlled pools would not be able to accommodate all the visits and the level of 
satisfied demand would fall – levels of participation in swimming would drop as a 
result; 

 
- Levels of use at Ilkley Swimming Pool are significantly lower than any of the other 

council operated pools. There is unused capacity but this is unlikely to be taken up 
because there are not enough people in the catchment are to generate additional 
demand.  Despite the spare capacity, Ilkley residents have a low relative share of 
waterspace.  This reflects the relative isolation of the town – there are no other pools 
within the effective catchment of most Ilkley residents.. 
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Appendix 1: Bradford pools included / excluded from the 
analysis 
 
The following inclusion criteria are used: 

 Include all operational indoor pools available for community use i.e. pay and 
play, membership, sports club/community association 

 Exclude all pools not available for community use  
 Exclude all outdoor pools i.e. lidos 
 Exclude all pools where the main pool is less than 20 metres in length OR is 

less than 160 square meters (higher thresholds used for leisure pools).  
 
The table below shows the Bradford pools included in the analysis 
 
 
 

Site Year Build Year Refurb Public / 
Community 

BINGLEY GRAMMAR SCHOOL 1960 2009 P 

BINGLEY SWIMMING POOL 1927 2001 P 

BOWLING SWIMMING POOL 1975 2006 P 

BRADFORD GRAMMAR SCHOOL 2004   P 
COTTINGLEY FITNESS & 
WELLBEING CENTRE 1998 2006 P 

ECCLESHILL SWIMMING POOL 1968 2005 P 

ILKLEY SWIMMING POOL 1973   P 
MARRIOTT LEISURE & COUNTRY 
CLUB (HOLLINS HALL) 1998 2005 C 

QUEENSBURY SWIMMING POOL 1900 2002 P 

RHODESWAY POOL 1974   P 
RICHARD DUNN SPORTS 
CENTRE 1977 2003 P 
SHIPLEY FITNESS & WELLBEING 
CENTRE 2002   P 

SHIPLEY SWIMMING POOL 1974   P 

THE LEISURE CENTRE KEIGHLEY 1989   P 
TONG SPORTS CENTRE AND 
POOL 2008   P 
UNIVERSITY OF BRADFORD 
SPORTS CENTRE 1973 2009 P 
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Facilities Excluded 
 
The audit excludes facilities that are deemed to be either for private use, too small or 
there is a lack of information, particularly relating to hours of use.  The following pools 
were excluded in Bradford; 
 

 

Bradford
PrivateUse 1103880 2203794 BRADFORD GIRLS GRAMMAR SCHOOL Main/General 25 8 200 1967
TooSmall 1000375 2022111 FUTURE FITNESS CLUB (BRADFORD) Learner/Teachi 13 7 91 1996
TooSmall **YR 6016989 2081079 ILKLEY GRAMMAR SCHOOL Main/General 15 7 105 2007
Lido 1004398 2012114 ILKLEY SWIMMING POOL Lido 45 12 540 1935 2010
Closed 1004407 2012129 MANNINGHAM SPORTS CENTRE & POOLMain/General 18 6 108 1904
TooSmall 1036574 2074127 MOMENTUM LEISURE CLUB (ARKWRIGHMain/General 16 7.5 120 2004
TooSmall Priv 1044266 4112041 SOUTHFIELD SCHOOL Learner/Teachi 14 7 98 2011
TooSmall 1201945 2208307 ST BEDE'S CATHOLIC GRAMMAR SCHOOMain/General 17.5 8.5 149 1940 2009
PrivateUse 1200633 2203774 ST JOSEPHS CATHOLIC COLLEGE Main/General 26 12 312 1965 2005
Closed 1038143 2081026 THE ESCAPE ZONE (BRADFORD)(CLOSELearner/Teachi 12 6 72 1990
Closed 1200632 2203771 YORKSHIRE MARTYRS CATHOLIC COLLEMain/General 22 10 220 1964
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Appendix 2: Model Parameters 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
  

 
At one Time 
Capacity 
 

   
0.16667 per square metre  = 1 person per 6 square meters 
 

 
Catchments 
 

  
Car:                20 minutes   
Walking:   1.6 km  
Public transport:  20 minutes at about half the speed of a car 
 
NOTE: Catchment times are indicative, within the context of a distance 
decay function of the model.   
 

 
Duration 
 

  
60 minutes for tanks and leisure pools 
 

  
Participation 
 
 
 
 
Frequency 
(vpwpp) 
 

  
Age 0 - 15 16 - 24 25 - 39 40 - 59 60-79 80+ 
Male 13.23 7.91 9.41 8.31 4.85 2.18 

Female 12.72 15.41 16.19 12.84 7.65 1.87 
 

Age 0 - 15 16 - 24 25 - 39 40 - 59 60-79 80+ 
Male 0.92 1.05 0.97 1.02 1.22 1.42 

Female 0.95 0.98 0.88 1.00 1.10 1.19 
 
 
 

 

Peak Period 

 

 
 
Percentage 
in Peak 
Period 

  
Weekday:   12:00 to 13:30, 16:00 to 22.00 
Saturday:    09:00 to 16:00 
Sunday:      09:00 to 16:30 
 
Total:           52 Hours 
   
 
63% 
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Swimming pool locations 
 
 

 


