BRADFORD STRATEGIC HOUSING LAND
AVAILABILITY ASSESSMENT (SHLAA)

APPENDIX 2:

SCHEDULE OF COMMENTS ON SHLAA
METHDOLOGY CONSULTATION




Q1. How should the SHLAA Working Group be constitued and who should be on it?

Barton Wilmore

Wainhomes strongly supports a partnership apprtatite Bradford Strategic
Housing Land Availability Assessment. The Governtige8trategic Housing Land
Availability Assessments Practice Guidance 2007sadvthat a partnership

approach is essential to ensure a joined up angstapproach, and considers that

partners can bring essential expertise and knowléalthe process.

The Government’s Practice Guidance advises thastekeholders should include]

House builders;

Social landlords;

Local property agents;

Local communities; and

Other agencies e.g. English Partnerships.

To ensure an effective partnership Bradford Cowstuiluld ensure that
representatives from the above types of stakeh®lerincluded in the process.

The Council agrees with the comments made ancb@ieeking
to ensure as far as possible the approach advocated

Bradford Centre
Regeneration

No comments are offered on the composition of tlerkivig Group. However BCR
requests further details on how the Working Groilpaensult with wider interest

groups throughout the process, especially on hevCiuncil and RDA owned land

allocated to the BCR programme will be taken irdogideration.

The Council will follow the CLG best practice guiaae with
regard to the preparation of the SHLAA and thid imolve
consulting on the draft SHLAA report. Also it iscahas been
open to any agency including BCR and the RDA tangtib
comments on prospective sites through the CallSies process

Persimmon Homes
Yorkshire

Persimmon would like to express an interest inifjgjithe SHLAA Working Group.

The offer is noted andlcomed.

Sanderson Weatherall

The proposals for representation by a number &kstaders on the Working Grou
is supported. However it is important that the psscof selection of members is
transparent and that details of the members ofjtbep are made public.

pThe comments are noted.

Turley Associates on
behalf of Fox Land and
Property.

The concept of a Working Group is welcomed. lhswever, considered that the
group should be represented by more than justaoa house builder. Housing
delivery will be driven, very substantially, by yate sector house builders. To
ensure a robust assessment and avoid potentidict®iof interest it is imperative
that a number of house builders and developermelded in the Working Group.

The experience of local house builders will diffed in turn the experience of locd

house builders is bound to be different to thatatfonal representatives,
particularly in the current economic climate. slital to have a number of views
from the same industry. In addition, dependindghansize of the local house
builders, they may not be able to fully apprecthgecomplexities of some of the
larger site’s being considered by the City Couircits SHLAA.

The comments are accepted and as far as possb@aotimcil
will try to secure a number of different types olise builders on
the Working Group.




Q2. What should be the role of the SHLAA Working Gioup, and how should it contribute to a robust stud{

Barton Wilmore The Governments guidance on Strategic Housing Maxksessments (2007) whichThe Council broadly agrees with these comments.
is referred to in the Governments SHLAA practicélgunce states that the
responsibilities of the working groups could inaud

e Sharing and pooling information and intelligencgluding relevant
contextual intelligence and policy information
Assisting with the development of a project plandodertaking the housing
market assessment and ensuring its findings atdangreviewed;
Supporting core members in the analysis and indémpion of housing market
intelligence; and
Considering the implications of the assessmenludtieg signing off the
assessment report, the core outputs and agrediogfop actions.’

It is important that partners are targeted thatprawide the skills that may be
lacking within Bradford Council. For as example s¢asted in the practice guidance
house builders and local property agents can adves€ouncil on how market
conditions can affect economic viability.

Turley Associates on It is likely that the SHLAA will comprise a signdant number of housing sites. It| This approach accords with the initial ideas of@wincil,
behalf of Fox Land and | is, therefore, considered unrealistic for the WiogkGroup to be involved at every | however the role of the Working Group will of coenseed to be
Property. stage. Itis my view that the role of the Worki@goup should be twofold. The discussed and agreed with its members in due course
Working Group should scrutinise the Council’s viesvsthe suitability and
availability of sites, but focus the majority oethtime on the achievability stage.
Council Officers should deal with suitability andadability, and ultimately decide
which sites should be put forward as potential rguallocations.

Q3. How should the site appraisal work be organizednd what role should the non council Working Groupmembers play?

Barton Wilmore It is impossible for all Working Group members isitall sites. We suggest that a The Council notes the comments. Working Group membl
pro-forma for site bids is agreed by the Working@@r to obtain sufficient and need to assess how best they can use their owtedirime and
relevant information from land owners, and that\tierking Group take an resources to best effect in making the SHLAA ardhitalyses as
overview role and agree a scoring matrix. Basethizninformation they can then | robust as possible.

visit a small sample of sites.

Q4. Do you agree with the proposals for updating ta SHLAA in 2009?

Barton Wilmore As Government Practice Guidance (2007) suggestSkheAA should not be a oner The comments are noted.
off process and updating it should be done annualtyannual review would ensure
that the information is kept up to date, and wandble the Council to ensure they




have a five year land supply and that they arecomse to meet the housing target
set by the RSS.

A key aspect of this is reviewing the level of ‘caitments’ and sites with
‘planning permission’ to ensure that such sitesaataally contributing to the five
year supply.

GVA Grimley on behalf
of Giggleswick School

Government policy set out within PPS3 requires L&tanning Authorities (LPA'’S)
to undertake an annual review of its SHLAA. Whilss process will not
necessarily comprise a re-run of the whole coniaftgrocess, it will present the
opportunity to update the planning status of irdlinl sites, and incorporate the
details of any new sites which may come forwardhfmusing since the study first
commenced. This process will also be importantraviging an up-to-date picture
of housing land supply across the District.

The Council notes and agrees with the comments.

Turley Associates on
behalf of Fox Land and
Property.

Given the work involved it would seem unlikely thiae SHLAA update would be
available before April 2009. However, | am firndfthe view that the time lag

between the Council’s Housing Monitoring Report 2@Md the SHLAA update in
April 2009 is too excessive. It is clear that sdmesing monitoring work has bee

undertaken as the Council’'s Phase 2 housing sites fecently been released. Thi

could not have been done without knowing the cirsapply position. | am of the
view that the Council should issue an update a%oaity so as not to harm the
supply of housing land in Borough. | appreciat this would not be PPS3
compliant at this stage. It would, however, s@fisubject to further scrutiny wher
necessary, until the SHLAA results are made avkslabxt year.

The comments are noted.

Q5. How can the quality and transparency of the SHRA be best assured?

Barton Wilmore

PS12: Local Spatial Planning advises that LDF damntsishould be based on a
thorough evidence base that contains two elements:

« ‘Participation: evidence of the views of the local community atiteos who
have a stake in the future of the area.

Research/fact finding: Evidence that the choices made by the plan arechiag
up by the background facts.’
(PPS12: Paragraph 4.37)

We also consider it appropriate that the Coundiisa on commitments and
completions id made available, and a clear listitefs that make up the 5 year

supply is published. If this can be demonstratedughout the SHLAA process the

The comments are noted.




Wainhomes considers that this will ensure the tyuald transparency of the
SHLAA.

Q6. Is the timetable for completion of the SHLAA (se Appendix 3) realistic and how can it be assured?

Barton Wilmore

The timetable does not allot any time for takingioconsideration the feedback fro
this consultation, choosing the members of the \griGroup and nor does it
timetable any meetings of the Working Group. Thegtit takes for these things to
take place may mean that the timetable outlinefpipendix 3 could be delayed,
and to avoid this they should be included in theetable from the outset.

The SHLAA methodology states that the compositibthe Working Group is yet
to be decided, however the timetable states tledétdhining which sources of sites
will be included in the assessment’ and ‘deternginirhich sites and areas will be
surveyed’ have already been decided, or are clyreeing decided. Practice
guidance states that these decisions should bggdstnd agreed by the members
of the Working Group, the timetable should therefbe revised to reflect this.

The SHLAA forms part of the LDF evidence basesitrom the SHLAA that the
LDF documents will be based. We therefore condicstrthe SHLAA timetable
should be consolidated into 6 months to ensureittlaes not impact on the
production of the LDF.

nThe comments on the timetable are noted. A reiseetable
which includes the programming of Working Group timegs and
inputs will be discussed with the Working Grouptainception.

The SHLAA Methodology Framework seeks views orséhe
matters via questions 7 and 8 and the responskkentihiken into
account and discussed with the Working Group asssaty to
determine whether any changes in approach neeel twalde. The
Council considers that its broad approach on thestters is
comprehensive and robust and also reflects thayredl
resources available to Bradford’'s Planning Service.

GVA Grimley on behalf
of Giggleswick School

The achievability of the draft timetable will bepgmdent upon two factors; (a) the
availability of internal resources at the Counaiid (b) the number of sites put
forward during the Council’s ‘Call for Sites’ exége. On first review however, we
can confirm our general acceptance of the timetable

The comments are noted. However the timetablehaike to be
reviewed and agreed by the SHLAA Working Group.

Q7. What sources of si

tes should be tapped to ensuthe SHLAA is robust?

Barton Wilmore

Figure 4 of the CLG’s Practice Guidance set aolisipportunities to explore the
following are identified in the practice guidanagt lare not included in table 2 of th
Council’s draft methodology:

e Vacant and derelict land and buildings;

* Land in non-residential use suitable for redeveleptnand

e Sites in rural settlements.

The draft methodology at page 13 mentions thaabwve sources will be included
in the SHLAA but this is not followed through byciasion in table 2. This is
confusing and for clarity the Council should inctuall sources of sites listed in thg

The Council can confirm that the types of siteelishere are
dancluded in the SHLAA — paragraphs 3.1 to 3.7 &f th
consultation document state that the only souraatioveed in the
CLG guidance not currently expected to e part afdBord’s
SHLAA is new free standing settlements.

Table 2 of the SHLAA consultation should not be paned to
figure 4 of the CLG guidance because it is noirlgsthe CLG
site types but the datasets and sources the Cdwoidd which
» will provide sites of the different types mentiorntedthe CLG.




text in table 2.

Bradford Centre
Regeneration

In addition to a comprehensive schedule of existites with planning permission
(City Centre Living Schedule compiled with PlanfinBCR can assist in giving up
to date information on potential developments ahds® on sites likely to fall out 0
contention as housing sites in favour of alterreatiges.

The comments and offer of information and adviceéécomed.

GVA Grimley on behalf
of Giggleswick School

To fully understand housing capacity across theridts GVA Grimley strongly
advocates the consideration of all sources of sitdsn the assessment. This
include all categories listed within Table 2. Giwée scale of housing growth
projected for Bradford in the recently adopted Yatrike and Humber RSS (50,000
dwellings over the next 20 years), the SHLAA shdualdude as wide a selection o
sites and locations as possible to achieve thegetta and to support projected
economic growth and demographical changes to thalaption.

The comments are noted and concurred with.

Natural England

There may be regeneration of degraded housing std8kadford and, if this is
ensuring that currently unoccupied housing is bhdbgck into use, it will be
contributing to housing availability and could tbfare be include in the SHLAA.
This would help take pressure off green field siéisewhere.

The comments are noted.

Turley Associates on
behalf of Fox Land and
Property.

The list of sites included in Table 2 is considet@tie a robust source of potential
sources. However, UDP Allocated Safeguarded Laodld be considered within
the category of ‘Sites With Planning Status’. $afrded Land is already identifie
in the UDP as suitable potential housing sitestema been considered by an
Inspector.

The Council disagrees with this for a number obogs. Firstly
the policy linked to safeguarded land is to preséhem in their

dcurrent use — i.e. development would at preseninaeceptable
and in conflict with the statutory development pl@he need to
bring forward safeguarded land must be judgedeérdifferent
LDF DPD'’s in the context of the alternative avaialand supply
in each area. The change to a housing allocatiardieed to be
set before the public and stakeholders in the LBd@uld be
challenged. Current safeguarded land status isftvernot a
guarantee that a site will be allocated for housiegelopment in
the LDF. Finally only those areas of safeguarded Mhich were
subject to RUDP objections would have been consitlby the
RUDP Inquiry Inspector and even in the instancesre/lsites
were considered favourably by the RUDP Inquiry bdpr there
is no certainty that circumstances have not chaagéddhat the
same outcome would occur in the future.

Walker Morris on
behalf of Mr & Mrs
Hopwood

The inclusion of all known sites whether greenfietidbrownfield is welcomed.
With the increased RSS housing target and Braddaf#vation to being a Regiona
City, the Council should be accepting a range teksiegardless of their size and

The comments are noted.

location at this stage.

Q8. Is the Council right in sourcing sites in all ategories except new settlements, and in all settients in the district regardless of their size?




Barton Wilmore

Our client considers that it is appropriate to ¢deisthe widest spectrum of sites in
order to establish which are the most appropriatééusing development and
which will be the most sustainable. The widest fidesange of sites will ensure th
Council has the maximum choice of where to locatgsing. This is especially
important given the pressure on the Council tovéelhew housing, and in light of
the RSS target of 4300 new dwellings per annum éetv2008-2026. However, we
agree that it is unlikely new free standing setdais will be needed.

The Council notes and agrees with these commemn{sdints out
that the RSS target for Bradford is 2700 dwellipgs annum — it
és Leeds which has target of 4300.

Q9. How should the SHLAA assess the potential of mdy emerging master plans for the remodelling of egting housing estates and should they be
considered as sites or broad locations?
Q10. How should the potential of broad locations fogrowth such as Apperley Bridge / Esholt and Holmeood be judged and what are the right criteria
and mechanisms for doing so?
Q11. At what stage in the SHLAA process should thgotential of the Apperley Bridge / Esholt and Holm&ood urban extensions be considered?

Barton Wilmore

It is the purpose of the SHLAA to look at the aahlke land and identify suitable
areas for growth, it is these findings that wiflarm the Core Strategy and broad
locations for growth. These are therefore issuasshould be dealt with by the Co
Strategy rather than the SHLAA.

These questions are essentially seeking views @t sthge in
the SHLAA process certain expansion areas, alreatlijned in
rehe Core Strategy consultations, should be assesgttow. The
contribution that these areas could make to housimg) supply
must therefore be considered at some point in HieAR\. It is

not intended that the SHLAA process to identifiesvn
geographical locations for growth..

Sanderson Weatherall

The proposed timetable and sources of sites tadbeded in the assessment are
generally supported. In particular, the proposahttude the potential locations for
growth, such as Apperley Bridge, Esholt and Holmedvim the SHLAA from the
outset is supported. It is important to ensure tiatSHLAA is consistent with the
Core Strategy document.

Given the nature of the proposed broad areas fahfor urban extensions, it is
considered that care should be taken when surveélygites to consider the overg
strategic nature of these sites. Indeed, when derieg the Esholt site, the survey
should be carried out with regard to the overallon and Masterplan strategy for
the Airedale corridor.

The comments are noted.

|

Q12. What site size threshold should be used foréhSHLAA given the need to reflect the resources alable to the study — should it be based on site @a or

site capacity?

Q 13. If site capacity is used, is 15 dwellings thieght number to distinguish between small and larg sites?
Q14. Would a threshold of 15 dwellings for buildingconversions be more suitable than sticking to th@.4 ha threshold?

Barton Wilmore

Using site area or capacity is dependent on deribityefore it is tricky to use eithe
approach. However, in order to ensure that a maximmount of a sites are
considered during the SHLAA and to make it complkeradith the Council’s Urban

rThe comments are noted, however the Council disagtet the
same thresholds should be used for the SHLAA atlthan
Capacity Study since the methodologies for thasdiess and




Potential Study the site size threshold shoulchbesame for the SHLAA as the
Urban Potential Study which is 0.2ha.

If the Council use a pro-forma for site bids it atigp request likely densities and
ask land owners to put forward possible densities.

The purpose of the SHLAA is to inform the PPS3 arymousing supply and 11-15
year supply, as such, we do not see the need tifideonversions.

their roles and aims are different. The 0.4 hasthoéd relates to
that which will be used for allocating sites in ttieF and this
therefore both logical and consistent with the &g of limited
resources on the sources which will demonstratetiieal DF can
deliver the right amount of new housing development

The Council disagrees with the comment on not diclg
conversions in the 5 year supply. These are afigignt source of
new development and their exclusion could leadgmaificant
underestimate of the 5 year supply.

Bradford Centre
Regeneration

The use of sites of at least 0.4 ha is probablctade for the city centre where hig
densities will be achieved.

hThe comments are noted.

Dacre, Son & Hartley

In recent discussions with respect to those othirA®\'s we have advocated 0.14
ha threshold as being the most sensible way forvidmtvever we agree with the
Council’'s approach to thresholds in paras 3.9 ah@ 8f the draft methodology.

The support for the proposed approach to threstlisldsted and
welcomed.

GVA Grimley on behalf
of Giggleswick School

In line with current housing allocations in the UD#e consider a site size threshqg
of at least 0.4ha to be appropriate. Applying treagure of site capacity would
require further detailed site investigations taubdertaken to calculate site
densities, having regard to possible individuad sitnstraints. This would place
extra pressure on Council resources, and potgnpati the timetable at risk of

slippage.

Id he inclusion of site capacity as part of the thodd would it is
admitted place additional burdens of work on thei@i and
would in any case involve a degree of subjectivitye matter
will however e raised with the Working Group atiitseption
meeting.

Turley Associates on
behalf of Fox Land and
Property.

A distinction between small and large sites is sufgal. A threshold of 15 units is
commonly used to apply affordable housing threshalid as such is considered t
be acceptable.

The comments are noted.
o)

Walker Morris on
behalf of Mr & Mrs
Hopwood

The SHLAA should use expected dwelling numbers siteaas the threshold rathe
than site area. Due to increased densities expexdein recent times, a small site @
under 0.4 ha can still provide a meaningful nundfetwellings. Furthermore to
avoid the use of Green Belt sites for housing dgwaknt, the development of smg
sites in urban areas should e welcomed as a pritfra site size threshold of 15
dwellings is used then many dwellings would notbanted which would lead to
the potential reliance on windfalls. It is suggdsieat a dwelling capacity threshol
of 15 dwellings is used.

r The proposal to use a dwelling capacity / thresldlts rather
fthan 0.4ha will be considered by the Working Grolipe draft
methodology as published represents a compromisenwi
\lthreshold being used to for sites as part of theds supply.
There is a need to limit the work involved in tHdlLR\A to that
which is necessary for a robust study and to kke@ssociated
i work to manageable proportions and given that thE will
most likely not be allocating sites of less thadh@. this seems a
reasonable cut off.

Q 15. Which settlemen

ts should be included in theF®.AA — is Table 4 Correct?

Barton Wilmore

For clarity Wainhomes considers that the settlemeantained in table 4 should

The Council disagrees with this comment for a nundbe

mirror those defined as part of the sub-regiongl grincipal centres and local

reasons. Firstly the SHLAA cannot be so inflexilihked to the




service centres by the emerging Core Strategy lsedhese are the settlements tq
which the Core Strategy apportions a proportiothefhousing target as set by the
Regional Spatial Strategy. The Core Strategy doefaowever, include Riddlesder
as such the SHLAA methodology should justify whig thettlement has been
chosen.

Core Strategy as the approach within it has ybttdetermined.
The Core Strategy has not even reached Preferrédridstage
,yet. Secondly for strategic planning purposes Risldién is
considered within the RUDP as part of Keighley. flikalso the
case in the LDF Core Strategy consultations unklentéhus far.
Finally Riddlesden is a location which could be sidered
suitable for site allocation in the LDF and the $t{should be
including as wide a selection of areas not narrgvitilown.

Bradford Centre
Regeneration

The survey should include the ‘hotspot’ of the G&@ad Corridor, which should
have been picked up as an emerging Masterplan.

The Canal Road area has indeed already been incindbee
schedule of areas for inclusion in the SHLAA and e
surveyed and assessed accordingly.

GVA Grimley on behalf
of Giggleswick School

Table 4 comprises the main settlements acrossigteédd We can therefore
confirm our acceptance regarding the inclusiorheté settlements.

The comments are noted and welcomed.

Natural England

Section 5: Determining Which Sites and Areas wéllSurveyed :

While we note the inclusion of green belt sitethie SHLAA, which does not
necessarily mean they will be allocated, we woadldse that this 1999 review is
likely to be relatively out of date. We would prefe see strategic review of the
green belt at the Leeds City Region level beforesates are allocated (and ideally]
to inform the SHLAA) as the green belt does not@instop at local authority
boundaries. Should any development in the gredrbeedtentified, we would urge
that Bradford work with neighbouring authoritiesuladertake such a study. This
may mean that sites that were identified as paliytievelopable in the 1999
review may have a different level of importancetfoe green belt when assessed
a strategic level.

Green belt sites will by necessity be includedchim 8HLAA. The
Call For Sites has produced a significant numbeyreén belt
proposals. The SHLAA should not automatically diddthese
sites, however the Working Group will need to cdesiwhat role
green belt status should play in the suitabiligt teany.

The Council will keep its approach to green betienreview as
work on the SHLAA is completed. The SHLAA will hetpveal
the extent to which green belt releases may banesjto meet
the RSS housing requirement. There is scope witl@rRSS for
atocalised reviews of green belt or more strategicaws
involving cross boundary cooperation but it is &aoly to say
what approach will be required.

Meanwhile any future identification of green belbhdl within the
LDF will need to comply with both national and regal
guidance and will only be considered where othé¢ioap and
sources of supply are insufficient and there ams #xceptional
circumstances for such a change.

Sanderson Weatherall

With regard to table 4, it is considered that #iade should be expanded to include
all settlements, including those currently washeer dy green belt. This approach
is consistent with table 8 of the methodology whidntifies those sites which hay
been established as a apriority for development.

The justification for point 1 in Table 8 statesttbH settlements could be
appropriate and sustainable as a result of fortimgpmolicy in the LDF strategy. Ag

> Table 8 and its justification are not meant to iyniblat
settlements washed over in the green belt arededas suitable

elocations so the text may need amending. Thesea dpele
locations have no status within the current RUDieseent
hierarchy and are considered as locations fordidinfill only.
The only exception would be where there are speaifd

5 emerging proposals for growth areas, in which thsse

a result it is considered that all settlements khba considered at this stage,

locations would automatically be included in theL3A.




specifically those which are in proximity to strgites for potential locations for
growth.

Natural England

Section 6: Carrying out the Survey :

Natural England welcome the undertaking of assessaofdahe character of the
surrounding area and would encourage Bradford $e Has assessment on Natura
England’s legacy body, the Countryside Agency, gn@t on landscape character
This includes an easy to use site-level field asvest pro forma at
http://www.countryside.gov.uk/images/chapter%205%428 Guidance tcm2-
29983.pdf . Broader landscape character information is alsilable in Bradford’s
own newly published landscape character SPD.

It would also be useful to note down key habitatdees (as well as the presence
statutory or local biodiversity and geological s)teand the above link includes su
features. This would help rule out the higher vaities in terms of biodiversity.
Desktop checks for protected species or UK Pridtidpitats may also help identify
further constraints (for instance, through a laeabrd centre, e.g. West Yorkshire
Ecology). While in many cases the presence of tepted species may be
mitigatable, where significant interest can neithemitigated nor compensated fo
PPS9 states planning permission should be refuseebuld therefore be useful to
identify such constraints at an early opportunity.

We would also recommend that the desktop assessssess surrounding habitat
or significant populations of species to determim@ther important biodiversity
features might have connectivity between themwlwatld be compromised by
allocating a housing site (for instance, a halsiteth as an ancient woodland may
degraded by detachment from other woodlands). Winiteany cases a habitat
network can be accommodated within developmert,ishiot always the case, so
early assessment of this constraint is advisatd¢usdl England’s website features
downloadable maps of habitat networks which map fdgntify key networks
(http://www.english-nature.org.uk/pubs/qis/gis_régfigsp), and checks with the
local record centre may reveal important populatiohspecies.

The Council notes the advice and will consider t@st to

alincorporate wildlife and habitat issues in the gtudowever
much of the analysis mentioned would be inapprogifier a
SHLAA which operates at a strategic level, and ddé instead
be more appropriate for LDF Allocations DPD'’s.

Q17. What would be the best approach to assess thetential of each site e.g. sketching schemes fmich site from scratch, using sample schemes, or
density multipliers?
Q18. If density multipliers are used, what would b the most realistic densities to use? Should thég based on planning policy, an analysis of actual
developments or both?

English Heritage

Paragraph 7.5 - We support the proposal to reeligck the assessed yield from
potential housing sites and welcome the need &sesa the figures against the

The comments are noted.

potential constraints posed by the need to safegharcharacter of the district’s




historic assets.

Barton Wilmore

The government’s SHLAA practice guidance advises flousing potential should
be guided by existing or emerging plan policy, hegre¢he SHLAA makes no

reference to this. As you are aware the BradfordPWas adopted in 2005 and so
could still be considered relevant and in addiBsadford have an emerging Core
Strategy. However, these documents are not reféorgdthe SHLAA methodology

Our client considers that density multipliers dre most suitable option, using 50
dph for urban areas, 40 dph for suburban area8%ughh for greenfield sites.
However, for very large sites it may be appropriatedevelopers to submit
illustrative layouts.

The Council considers that current RUDP policy $ase
relevance in determining the density assumptioes usthe
SHLAA but only if these are consistent with whah dze
delivered given local circumstances and evidenaea#nt
development patterns will assist to some extent.

The Council agrees that density multipliers arentiosst
appropriate methodology for the SHLAA but will netedcounsel
the views of the SHLAA Working Group on this matéerd on
what figures should be used if multipliers are &l

Bradford Centre
Regeneration

In practice recent approved schemes in the Cityr€dmave achieved higher
densities than those suggested in the methodoldgy City Centre design Guide
suggest a range for the City Centre of between2BIDunits per hectare. BCR
suggests that perhaps a figure towards the upmeofathe City Centre design Guid
is a more realistic estimate of potential capacity.

The comments are noted and will be passed on tSHHeAA
Working Group.

e

GVA Grimley on behalf
of Giggleswick School

Previous experience has found density multipliengrovide a relatively accurate
reflection of site capacity. Clearly however, theray be the opportunity to
accommodate additional dwellings on an individui@ kasis subject to undertakin
more detailed investigations. This work would fgpart of any future planning
application(s) submission. As such, the numbengdllings which could be

accommodated across any one site should at tlyjs btreated as indicative only,.

The comments are noted and welcomed.

GVA Grimley on behalf
of Giggleswick School

The Replacement UDP, as part of the Developmemt, Ritablishes the current
statutory planning policy framework for the Distritn accordance with its
provisions, densities between 30 and 50 dwelliregshectare should be applied,
with a judgement made on an individual site baaigrg regard to locational facto
including:

Accessibility to the local highway network;
Accessibility to the public transport network;

Site surroundings; and

Any significant site allocations i.e. Conservatirea.

The comment are noted. The most appropriate dessifill be
considered by the Working Group and informed byhhmilicy
and recently completed schemes.

S

Sanderson Weatherall

The use of density multipliers is considered thestnappropriate approach to asse
the potential of sites. Densities to be used shbaldased on both planning policy
and actual development. The existing urban capdeibgity multipliers are
considered high and we support proposals for agawf multipliers based on up 1
date information to be defined. We would welconfarther opportunity to

s he comments are noted.

comment on the newly defined multipliers. The agation of a reality check to




amend potential yield subject to specific site altaristics is supported although i
is important that this process is transparent.

Turley Associates on
behalf of Fox Land and
Property.

site | believe that the use of density multiplierdy produces theoretical capacities
which are often far higher than would be deliveireceality. Given that PPS3
recommends that LPAs provide a robust evidence foases LDFs it would seem
illogical to go to the extent of analysing eacle &it detail, only then to apply
density multipliers which are subject to challengea site by site basis. As a
consequence | am of the view that each site sHmilsssessed to ensure that the
potential yield is as accurate as possible.

Whilst | fully appreciate the time involved in assing the potential yield from eachWhilst density multipliers are not perfect thera@sguarantee

that judgements made at the time of the SHLAA pssdr
sketching schemes for each site would be bornéytlte
eventual proposals put forward and implementedigbded
solutions in the Council’s view give a false angleading
impression of technical validity and soak up imneeamounts of
resources. It is doubtful that any modest gairecituracy
derived by using design solution would justify taditional
resources required. Finally it is accepted thasitgmultipliers
are sometimes set too high and therefore a caugigpioach to
the expected yields would avoid this problem.

Walker Morris on
behalf of Mr & Mrs
Hopwood

The new density multipliers being devised are weled as this will provide a bit
more certainty to projected housing completions thdlanket density level across
the district that s likely to be achieved.

The comments are noted.

Q19. Is it worth calculating net developable areafor each site and if so are the rules of thumb iddified in this paper appropriate? Of not these th& which

should be used?

Barton Wilmore

Wainhomes agrees with the net developable arestsoas in Table 6 of the draft
SHLAA methodology.

The comments are noted.

Natural England

Natural England welcomes ‘Table 6: Net Developabieas — Possible Rules of

provision for green infrastructure. Natural Englgamdmote the ANGSt standard o
2 ha of natural green space per 1000 populatiahhas also been working with

Jane Scott at Bradford to map green infrastrugtuogision. We would welcome an
approach that factored in green infrastructure igron.

The comments are noted and will be re-laid to tHe/SA

Thumb’ but would urge Bradford to ensure that thealopable area accommodatedVorking Group for their consideration.

Q20. How should the potential of large conversionse determined?

Barton Wilmore

The use of the term ‘large conversion’ implies Myibe buildings/large groups of
buildings. The potential of these types of sitesusth be determined through site
area and proposed density.

The comments are noted.

Q 21. What approach

and criteria should be used tgauge the suitability of sites?

Barton Wilmore

There is nothing within the SHLAA methodology tipétks up sustainability. The
distance of a site from key services (i.e. itsaustbility) is a very important aspect
in the determination of a sites suitability. The Ming Group should work up

It is not correct to say that the approach to bilitg outlined in
the SHLAA has nothing that picks up sustainabilitize first 2
points within table 8 of the consultation documssek to




criteria to give guidance on the appropriate distainom each of the key services
such as: primary school, doctors surgery, shopsstap, train station etc.

It would be useful to indicate distance rings ameach service on a map of each
settlement which will enable the group to seedita falls into the relevant
catchment.

identify suitable sustainable locations for devebent which
encompass sustainability principles.

There is nothing in the CLG practice guidance (j3#a) to
suggest that SHLAA must include detailed critena standards
relating to accessibility to services. It is thas to say that at
present the consultation methodology does not deckuch
criteria.

It is critical to understand that the SHLAA istaategic
document and not a tool to determine iblative sustainability
of different sites — the data collected and analysidertaken by
the SHLAA must remain strategic and not stray anteas which
are effectively determining which sites are the nsostainable
as well as whether they are suitable and sustainadise. The
SHLAA has a role in determining when a site is Buatainable
location but it does not have a role in determiniigat sort of
locations and sites within settlements are the mastainable.
This more detailed work will be undertaken in asBespotential
allocations in the Site specific DPD’s.

English Heritage

PPG16 makes it clear there is a presumption inulaabthe physical preservation

situ of Scheduled Monuments and nationally impdréanhaeological sites and the
settings.

We therefore consider Scheduled Monuments to he ¢f ‘clear cut designation’
referred to in paragraph 21 of the SHLAA practicédgnce. Any site which would
be likely to have an adverse impact on such ashibelld be excluded from the
assessment as a potential location for housinglojgvent.

nThe comments are noted and will be considered &BHILAA
iWorking Group.

English Heritage

The development of housing on that part of the feged battlefield at Adwalton
which lies in the district would appear to be ingatible with safeguarding its
character. Consequently we consider that any\sitg within the Registered
battlefield itself (which we would regard as onela# ‘clear cut designations’
referred to in paragraph 21 of the SHLAA practicédgnce) should be excluded
from the assessment as a potential housing site.

The comments are noted and will be considered ®BtHLAA
Working Group.

English Heritage

Paragraph 8.4 - Given the nature of the World ldg&tSite at Saltaire, and the UK
commitment to safeguard its outstanding univeralle, it is likely that the amount
of new development within the World Heritage S#tdikely to be extremely limited

This could make the World heritage Site a ‘cledrdasignation’ in which case site
within this area should be excluded from the assessas potential locations for

housing. If it is not intended to exclude the Wdrktitage Site, it is certainly one g

It is not considered that the World Heritage Ssta designation
which would rule out development and therefore beear cut
. designation’. The World Heritage designation is e which
aims to prevent all development but which seeksftoence the
sform of development such that the intrinsic quasitof the area
are not harmed. Furthermore the SHLAA cannot piggutie
fform and design of development which will be praggbsn a site




the areas which should be identified in Table 7.

siby basis which would be necessary if any seagillgement
over the impact and therefore suitability of a prsgd was to be
undertaken.

Consideration will be given to adding the World lthege Site
designation to table 7. However Table 7 is notridéal to include
designations which affect the form of developmarittb include
those designations which could prevent developitairig place
at all.

Sanderson Weatherall

With regard to table 8 we would make the followsgmments:

The table makes no reference to whether a siteeengield or brownfield, in

accordance with national and regional policy whiekks to maximise the potential may influence the merits of allocating one site pared to

of brownfield sites, this issue should be considevleen assessing a site’s
suitability.

Point 1 refers to sites complying with national aedional policy on the location o
housing. As referred to in the justification, itiisportant for this criteria to be
applied in relation to forthcoming local policiesdastrategy in the LDF.

Point 2 refers to sites providing a suitable livemgironment for residents in
accordance with PPS1 and PPS3 which aim to crégtiegiality new housing
which contributes to the creation of mixed and ainstble communities. While it is
important to comply with the objectives of natiogaidance, care is required at th
early stage in applying this criterion. Indeedsastated in PPS3 it is good design
which contributes positively to making places befite people and therefore this
criteria cannot be fully applied at this stage $sessing a sites suitability for
housing.

The Council disagrees with this comment. A sitésus as
greenfield or PDL does not determine its suitapiBuch a status

another but this comparative process should takeeph the
preparation of LDF documents not in the SHLAA. TStdLAA
must not rule out or narrow the choice of sitesagessarily and
decisions about whether greenfield land shouldibatified in
the LDF can only be taken in the context of theerkind make
up of available land in each area. Once the SHLAgcess has
been completed the Council will be in a positiopth forward a
land supply which is both deliverable and which immages the
use of brownfield land in line with national andgji@al policy.

The SHLAA needs to take account of emerging LDFRoped on
f the location of new development but the driverssigitability
must in the main relate to national and regionadgjines since
the LDF is at an early stage in its production tr@Core
Strategy has yet to reach preferred options stage.

There is some logic to these comments thereforappécation
of this criteria is should be strategic — i.e.siéhich would be
considered to be likely to provide unsuitableriyienvironments
would only be those where surrounding conditiorss land uses
shy virtue of noise, pollution, hazards etc rendemnt unsuitable.

It is acknowledged that it will be impracticableitwestigate in

detail all aspects covered by physical conditianshich site.




Point 3 refers to sites having no major physicalst@ints. It is considered that the
application of this criteria is impracticable aistktage. In the majority of cases it i
difficult to judge the physical constraints of gesiparticularly in relation to ground
conditions, pollution, or contamination withoutrmive investigations on site. It is
unlikely that land owners will wish to commit tockuinvestigations at this stage,
and it is therefore unlikely that the Authority Inble able to apply the criteria
correctly or judge the physical constraints frosita survey. Indeed should a site
subject to physical constraints appropriate mitiatmeasures can be applied to
overcome identified issues and enable approprateldpment.

This issue will therefore be referred to the SHLArking

5 Group for consideration. The test should be api@adly so
that those sites which could be subject to mitagatr design
solutions are not discarded. However where dasadable,
either from the site owner / developer via the f@lisites, or via
desktop analysis of known constraints should asaroimated
péand, landfill, polluting processes this shouldrbade available ta
the Working Group so that they can take this imtooant in
determining both suitability and likelihood of dedry.

Turley Associates on
behalf of Fox Land and
Property.

Table 8 seeks to classify the suitability of sités using the criteria based approal
it is assumed that sites with planning permiss@rhbusing or allocated for housin
are suitable. The next source to be considereghdsensites that are subject to log
policy constraints. It is considered that ‘safageal land’ should be referred to as
the second most suitable sites for potential haulsind not sites with local policy
constraints, as they are already identified inUBd® as suitable potential housing
sites and have been considered by an Inspectdile 8ashould be amended to
include this potential and important housing source

cfhe Council disagrees with this suggestion forrdasons set ou
gn the response to the comment above.
al

Walker Morris on
behalf of Mr & Mrs
Hopwood

The availability and achievability test is consielgto be a reasonable approach

The supporting cotisneoted and welcomed.

Q 22. Should local pol

icy designations and consirds be used to determine site suitability?

Barton Wilmore

To ensure that the SHLAA is robust the Council stidake account of the CLG
guidance paragraph 38 and also consider sustdtgabil

The comments are noted. The suitability criterilioed in the
consultation methodology do follow the CLG guidaneterred
to.

Burley Parish Council

The Parish Council wishes to express its concetimeaimplications of Section 8, in
which areas listed in table 7 of RUDP designatiamsincluded in Table 8 — as
Suitable but with Local Policy Constraints, andash are eligible for inclusion as
developable in years 6-15. This implies that vidlageen spaces, allotments and

this could include wildlife sites or wildlife codors.

green belt land adjoining an existing settlemeditivat necessarily be protected ande identified for development or whether a particlbcal

Government Guidance is clear that the role of tHe/AA is not
to consider or establish whether sites should nagtio be
protected under local environmental designatiomsdukion of
such sites in the SHLAA does not determines whetthey will

designation should be retained. It merely estabtiskhether the
would be developable if selected. The whole pofrihcluding a
notation of ‘Suitable but with Local Policy conshts’ is to be
clear about elements of the potential supply wimctact may not
be appropriate for LDF allocation. This allows clehoices to be
made and the implications of those choices t bauawp.




English Heritage

A number of assets which are likely to fall withihe provisions of Table 7 are
actually protected by national policy (e.qg. listedldings) — they are therefore mor
than just local policy constraints.

The comment is noted however the point of table té iseparate
ethose designations which in Government best prmttians
would automatically rule out development from thadech
would not. Listed building status for example doesin any way
rule out development. Consideration could be gieemsing an
alternative term to ‘local policy constraints’ tmle clarity.

GVA Grimley on behalf
of Giggleswick School

Clearly, a degree of weight should be afforded évddopment Plan policies in
determining site suitability, particularly as anyeosite could be subject to one or
more designations which alone may realistically rlit the potential for residentig
development. However, each individual site sholgd ae viewed in the context of
the District’s future housing requirements. Therefavhilst a site may currently be
subject to a restrictive policy allocation i.e. @neBelt, this should not necessarily
prevent its allocation for housing in the forthcomLDF where it satisfies points 1
to 4 of Table 8, and where there is a demonstrzdxel for new residential
development within its location. Overall, the frammek set out in tables 7 and 8
would appear to represent a logical approach iessssg site suitability.

The comments are noted and welcomed.

Natural England

Natural England recognises the need to follow mafi@and regional guidance on
assessing site suitability but agrees that therddvoe benefit in allowing LDF
inspectors to examine ‘policy on / policy off’ segiws as this would enable factor:
such as local wildlife sites and best and mostatéesland to be considered
alongside national constraints to help prioritise most deliverable sites.

The Council notes and agrees with the comments.

Sanderson Weatherall

Point 4 in table 8 — specifically with referencecti@eria D on local policy
constraints — should have regard to other backgrewidence such as open space
assessments to consider if specific policy consisaiould be overcome in the sho
term which would therefore make a site suitable natlver than suitable at a futurg
point.

This is not considered appropriate. Open spacssissnts are
technical studies and the SHLAA cannot pre judgepthlicy

rtdecisions which will be made in the future by theu@cil to

2 either re-affirm remove or modify a local policysignation.
Separating sites out which have no such curremtypobnstraints
allows a more robust assessment of the 5 yearysoppl
deliverable sites since there is more certainty tive planning
policy acceptability of these sites.

Walker Morris on
behalf of Mr & Mrs
Hopwood

While it is sensible for the SHLAA to identify homuch land is available for
housing development with no policy constraintss &lso necessary to show the
amount of land which is affected by current polionstraints e.g. urban greenspa
The use of the ‘policy on’ policy off’ procedurettserefore supported. The Counc
could take this further by prioritising current sbraints such as releasing urban
greenspace before Green Belt.

The comments are noted.

cd.is not considered possible or appropriate tongise one whole
I block of land ahead of another purely becausesafésignation.
The value of the piece of land, whether it be asncgpace or
green belt needs individual assessment as pdredfdF process

and outside of the SHLAA.

Q 24. What is your view on the approach set out itables 7 & 8?

Barton Wilmore

| Wainhomes considers that the approach set oubie Taand 8 is over complicated

The Council’'s comtmavith regards to sustainability are set ¢




and misses out criteria regarding accessibilitysnability criteria as outlined in | above.
our response to question 21.
Turley Associates on The approach defined in Tables 7 & 8 seems ap@ipaind robust. The comment is noted and welcomed.
behalf of Fox Land and
Property.

Q 25. What level of evidence and information is iguired to demonstrate that a site is available fohousing development?

Barton Wilmore Our client considers that comments from the landavemould be taken into The comments are noted.
account, along with any existing planning permissaad development plan
allocations.

GVA Grimley on behalf | Q25-28. :
of Giggleswick School
Site availability will be dependant upon a numbkinmportant factors, as follows: | The comments and proposed approach, particulattynegard to
the 5 year supply, appear broadly in line withpheposed

Land ownership, including any known ownership caists i.e. ransom strips, approach set out in the draft methodology.

multiple ownership;

Any extant planning permission across a site;

Any emerging proposals for a site;

Landowners willingness to release a site for dgualent, and the time period for
doing so; and

Any existing/long-term tenancy agreements.

Evidently, the availability of a particular sitelidave a significant bearing on whe
it may be programmed to come forward for developm@norder for a site to form
part of the Council’s initial 5-year supply, we siter that each of the above factg
should be known. Where this information is unadddaor uncertain, then sites of
this nature should only be treated as medium tg-tenm development
opportunities.

Q 26. What methods and criteria should be used tassess availability?

Barton Wilmore Wainhomes considers that the approach detailealteT is appropriate for The comment is noted.
assessing whether a site is available for housevgldpment

Q 27. What part should availability factors play in assigning sites to the different time periods/phses of the study?

Barton Wilmore Paragraph 54 of PPS3: Housing advises that Loealnfig Authorities should The Council agrees that availability is a key elatrod
identify sufficient deliverable sites and to be sidlered deliverable they should be; deliverability within the context of the 5 year gy

available, suitable and achievable. Given the ingrme placed here on availability
this should be an important factor which considgperiods/phases of the study. To




ensure a deliverable five year land supply the €idwhould prioritise those sites
which are available now.

Q 28. If ownership or owner intentions and thus ailability is unknown or uncertain how should thisaffect the site’s inclusion or exclusion from the

supply?

Barton Wilmore

Where availability is unknown or uncertain thegesshould have a lower priority
than those which are available now. As stated abmweaintain a deliverable five
year land supply the Council should priorities theges which are available now.

The comments are noted.

Turley Associates on
behalf of Fox Land and
Property.

One of the key changes to the production of loclitp has been the provision of g
robust evidence base by LPAs to inform the prearaif LDFs. | am firmly of the
view that a site should not be included in the SIAI_And certainly not with the
Council’'s 5 year housing land supply calculatidrihé intentions of the landowner
are unknown. One of the key tests outlined pag¢af3PPS3 is ‘availability’ which
can only be ascertained from the landowner or \atantial developer. Without
this information it is considered that a Counadiddence base would be
fundamentally flawed. | believe that the purpobthe new housing land analysis
procedures is to provide transparency and thuspverthe need to make
assumptions which are often contested on a sigtéyasis at development plan
inquiries. This approach will inevitably resulttime removal of a significant amou
of windfall sites identified through the Councilkban Capacity Study. This
however, is considered to be the correct approagnghat the ultimate objective i
to provide a robust evidence base.

1 It is agreed tat site where ownership intentiomsuarknown or
unclear cannot be considered as part of the 5sygaly of
deliverable sites where certainty over the prospettelivery is
essential. However it may be appropriate to inclindse sites in
some part of the supply in the medium and longentas
suggested by several the respondents to this datieal This
issue will be referred to the SHLAA Working Grougr fts
consideration.

Q 29. Does Table 9 fo

rm an appropriate basis foromsidering availability in the SHLAA?

Barton Wilmore

As stated above Wainhomes considers that the agiprbetailed in Table 9 is
appropriate for assessing whether a site is avaifab housing development.

The comments are noted.

Q 30. What factors should be used to judge achieéity and which of those set out by Government arenost important?
Q31. What methodology should be used to ascertaathievability?

Barton Wilmore

The draft methodology follows the practice guidaregarding the achievability
test, and in this regard Wainhomes supports then€suapproach.

The supporting comments are note and welcomed.

Bradford Centre
Regeneration

BCR will be able to supply evidence to gauge thbility of sites and assess
availability and the market, cost and delivery dastthrough its detailed knowledg
of developers and agent operating in the city.

The comments and offer of advice are welcomed.

GVA Grimley on behalf
of Giggleswick School

Given the current economic climate and deteriogatiousing market conditions, th
delivery of new housing will be highly dependanbophe economic viability of

eThe comments are noted.




any one scheme. The three categories set out byabecil (market factors, cost
factors, delivery factors) will each influence #@nomic viability of a proposal.
Where the economic viability of a site is uncertasna result of any one or more
factors, then dependant upon suitability and aldity, such sites should be viewe
as coming forward in the medium to long-term.

Walker Morris on
behalf of Mr & Mrs
Hopwood

The availability and achievability test is consieltto be a reasonable approach

The supporting cotisneoted and welcomed.

Walker Morris on
behalf of Mr & Mrs
Hopwood

It is noted that a site may not be included inShear supply if there is no intentio
to submit a planning application within 2 years.

It is suggested that sites which are subject tallpolicy constraints should be
included in the 5 year supply as the LDF might reenthhe conflicting policy /
designation.

N The figure is within 3 years not 2. The reasondli@s are set out
in the methodology framework. There needs to teveal lof
certainty about delivery for sites to includedhe & year supply
and this certainty is not there if a site is eitbelject to local
environmental or policy designations which currgipilevent
development or if there is no prospect of a plagripplication
being made for the next 3 years.

The Council would also disagree that sites whiehsarbject to
policy constraints should be included in the 5 yaaply as this
would be interpreted as prejudging the outcomé&efiDF.
Given that SHLAA's and the 5 year supply shouldupdated
annually then there is no need to include sucls gitéhe 5 year
supply until these issues are resolved.

Q 32. Should financial

models such as residual wation be used for some or all of the sites?

Barton Wilmore

Wainhomes considers that financial models shoutdaaised for all sites becausé
they are too onerous.

2, The comments are noted.

Q 33. What assumptions should be made with regartd lead times for sites which have gained p

lanningermission?

Barton Wilmore

Wainhomes agrees with the Council’s assumptionardigg lead times, but
however, considers it appropriate that the methaglokhould state that the lead
time should begin from when the section 106 is deted and signed.

The Council welcomes the support for its propoggat@ach and
will seek the views of the SHLAA Working Group agad times.

Q 34. What assumptions should be made with regartd build rates?

Barton Wilmore

The HBF have confirmed in their representationStmckton Council's SHLAA thalf
the average completion rate for housing on a sisiggeby a single builder ranges
between 25 and 35 dwellings per annum. Where dlaggpartments are involved th
average completion rate ranges between 35 — 50afgm@r site where two builders
are involved, or where a builder operates theasitewo sites (i.e. one producing

The comments are noted and the information reggurhie
HBF's representations will be re-laid to the SHLAYorking
eGroup for their consideration.

houses, one producing flats) it is reasonable tdokothe output. The HBF also




advise that sites in the hands of an individualdauj even with a mix of houses an
flats, very rarely exceed 50 dwellings per annund, @ever get to 100. This advice
should be taken into account when producing the SAlL

Q 35. What approach/

action should the SHLAA Workirg Group take should it find that there are insuffigent developable sites?

Barton Wilmore

Where the Working Group find that there are insigfit developable sites to fulfil
the 5 year housing land supply, they should rectensa Green Belt and greenfield
land review as advised in Policy YH9 of the Yorkstand Humber RSS

The question is referring not to the 5 year sugpblgieliverable
sites but to the approach which should be takéreitotal plan
period quantum of developable sites is not availabhe
approach where a there is not a 5 year supplylofedable sites
is set out in PPS3.

Q 36. Is the sequential approach outlined in Tablé2 appropriate?

Barton Wilmore

includes windfall sites, and PPS3 advises that falhdites should not be included
in the SHLAA unless there are genuine local ciraamses. Please see response
guestion 40.

The sequential approach outlined in table 12 ixcoasidered appropriate because iThe Council disagrees with the comments. PPS 3 atms for

windfalls to be taken into account where thereganmeuine local
acircumstances to do so. Moreover windfalls areosietat stage 1(
of the CLG best practice guidance after considenatif broad
locations for development and the Council’s segakeapproach
accords with this.

Q 37. Should sites which have emerged during thewarse of the study be included in the SHLAA at Stag 8 or held back for the first annual SHLAA

update?

Barton Wilmore

The SHLAA should remain flexible and in doing s@sll consider new
circumstances, therefore taking into account am@g sivhich have emerged during
the course of the SHLAA.

The comments are noted.

38. How should broad locations, if required, be iéntified?
39. What criteria and method should be taken in daulating the capacity of broad locations?

Barton Wilmore

Wainhomes considers that these are matters whaligbe dealt with by the Core
Strategy.

The comments are noted.

Bradford Centre
Regeneration

The draft methodology proposes to begin by idemtgfithe City Centre and Canal
Road Corridor as broad locations for assessmeueteT s sufficient information,
certainly in the city centre, to identify specifites and BCR will work with the
SHLAA Working Group at the appropriate time to asgi their identification.

The comments are noted and welcomed.

Q 40. What approach

should be taken to consideringindfall within the SHLAA?

Barton Wilmore

PPS 3 advises that a windfall allowance can bentake consideration where the
Council can justify genuine local circumstancesigBithe need for renaissance
within the Bradford District we do not considertthize consideration of windfall

The need or otherwise to include a windfall allos&aim the
SHLAA should not be predetermined and should beesitd
once the known supply of sites has been assessed.




sites can be justified.

It may be relevant to consider windfall at stagétBe Council do not have a 5 yeq
land supply, however we doubt that this will beralglem given the need for
regeneration in the District.

It is important to note that the Housing targetsbsethe RSS are minimum levels
and there will be no harm should there be an owsigion of sites.

The Council considers that there could be consildertaarm to

r sustainable development principles should a sicpnif
oversupply of land be identified in the LDF sinbéstwould most
likely result in the unnecessary deletion of grbeh and the
bringing forward of greenfield land earlier tharcessary.

Walker Morris on
behalf of Mr & Mrs
Hopwood

The inclusion of windfall sites in the SHLAA is nehcouraged as it leads to
uncertainty in the housing projection figures. \8hit is understood that the recen
windfall completions that Bradford have experienogake up a large percentage ¢
all housing development there is no evidence pwtdod to suggest that this patter
will continue. PPS3 outlines the circumstances fiictv windfalls should be
included — ‘where LPA’s can provide robust eviden€genuine local
circumstances that prevent specific sites beingtified’. The Council have not puf
forward any evidence that would satisfy this ciitén PPS3.

The draft methodology does not propose the inciusio

1 windfalls in the land supply — it cannot in anyea® so as the

nfanalysis of the nature and extent of the supplyckvis the core

nof the SHLAA has yet to be completed. However th&C
Practice Guidance for SHLAA does include at sta@¢he
consideration of the contribution windfalls coul@ke should the
supply from identifiable sites be inadequate.

General Comments

Bradford Centre
Regeneration

BCR considers the methodology to be comprehensidetaorough

The comments are noted.

Natural England

Natural England welcomes the production of thistegic Housing Land
Availability Assessment (SHLAA) methodology.

The comment is noted and welcomed.

Sanderson Weatherall

The overall thrust of the document is supported.

e §dmment is welcomed.

Yorkshire Forward

We welcome the opportunity to participate in theedepment of local planning
policy within the Yorkshire and Humber region astfd our role as a statutory
consultee. However we have no comment to makee&IHLAA Methodology
Consultation.

The comments are noted.

Burley Parish Council

The number of houses that it is anticipated wiltdguired in 20 years time was
based on recent general trends and already theredam significant changes in
financial climate since the LDF consultation docuisevere published. The trends
and numbers need to be kept under constant reViewe locked into a scheme of
delivery that is not frequently reviewed and fld&ilwould be nonsensical and
commit us to development that might not be judifie the long term.

The comments are noted, however it is not theabtae
SHLAA to assess or establish the requirement foishhy over

5 the LDF period — this is done via the productiorthaf Regional
Spatial Strategy and through the production of@bencil’'s Core
Strategy. The SHLAA is merely assessing the patehtiusing
land supply which could be used to meet the housing
requirement. It will not itself commit any sites fdevelopment.

Burley Parish Council

Given the current build rate in Bradford in thet fiesv buoyant years has been abg
1500, it is quite a stretch to imagine how 270@aa be delivered.

uthe new house building targets are challenging. élewit
should be noted that the current levels of houddihg relate to
both a plan and a land supply derived from the RWbiRh was
working to a figure of only 1390 per year not 2708e SHLAA
will provide a profile of the overall level of deepable land in
the district as a whole and within constituent paiftthe district




and therefore inform the strategy within the newRor
delivering 2700 houses per year up to 2026.

Burley Parish Council

One of the Parish Council's key concerns is regareixisting infrastructure in the
Wharfe Valley. The Council should first establishexe there is spare capacity in
schools and transport. Wharfedale should not bsidered a ‘Transport Hub’ —
trains are full and roads gridlocked.

These comments are noted but refer to the Corée§irarocess
and are not directly relevant to the SHLAA. The coemts will
be passed to the Core Strategy team and considenealt of the
work on the Preferred Options for that document .

Burley Parish Council

It is essential that Bradford works with neighbograuthorities to plan services
such as education and take account of the impé&tii® @amount of building on the
A65 in Leeds. The Parish Council would urge offictr consider the impact of
expansion of any settlements along the Wharfe Yallid have on the whole area.
The Wharfe Valley is operating at full capacity namd no more building should b
considered for this area without first addresshegrot insignificant infrastructure
issues as outlined.

The comments are not directly relevant to the SHL/SHLAA

methodology but relate to the LDF Core Strateghe Tomments

will therefore be passed to the Core Strategy Taath

considered as part of ongoing work on the Prefe@rptions for
ethat document.

Burley Parish Council

On deliverability the plan would have to identifjiqrities over the order in which
the sites should be developed. This will ensure@pyate infrastructure is in place
and sites are not cherry picked by developers.

These are essentially issues relating to the pbadisites and the
management of the housing land supply. These desisiill be
taken within the LDF, more specifically the Corea$tgy.

Yorkshire and Humber
Assembly

No comments as are happy with the general approach.

The support for the methodology is noted.






