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1.0

Introduction

1.1

1.2

1.3

1.4

Following instructions from [l Rothery, 1D Planning are commissioned to
make representations to the emerging Bradford Core Strategy DPD and the
proposed modifications issued for consultation in November 2015.

These representations are made in the specific context of the development
potential of land at Hag Farm Road, Burley in Wharfedale, SHLAA Reference
BU/004.

It should be noted that-Rothery holds the freehold interest in the sites in
question and the areas of land that are being promoted for development are
shown on the attached plan at Appendix 1.

A robust assessment of the main modifications to the Core Strategy DPD have
been undertaken and these representatiocns seek to make comment on the
main modifications in order to promote the site for a proposed housing
allocation during the preparation of the subsequent Allocations DPD.




2.0

Representations to the Core Strategy DPD Proposed Main
Modifications

2.1

These representations have been prepared in relation to the City of Bradford
MDC Core Strategy DPD proposed modifications of November 2015. We seek
{o examine the relevant proposed main modifications pertinent to the subject
site and to comment in line with the requirements of National Guidance as set
out below.

National Planning Policy

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)

2.2

2.3

2.4

The National Planning Policy Framework was published on the 27" March
2012. As the Core Strategy DPD main modifications were issued for
consultation in November 2015, the document should wholly reflect the
National Planning Policy Guidance set out within the NPPF.

Paragraphs 150-185 of the NPPF relate to plan making. Paragraph 151
advises that Local Plans must be prepared with the objective of contributing to
the achievement of sustainable development and therefore should be
consistent with the principles and policies set out in the framework, including
the presumption in favour of sustainable development.

Paragraph 154 requires plans to be aspirational but realistic. Paragraph 178
advises that public bodies have a duty to cooperate on planning issues that
cross boundaries, particularly those which relate to strategic policies.

NPPF Tests of Soundness/European SEA Directive and Environmental
Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulation 2004

2.5

2.6

The Core Strategy inspector will consider the proposed main modifications on
the basis of whether they have been prepared in accordance with the duty to
cooperate, the legal and procedural requirements and whether they are sound.

Paragraph 182 of the NPPF advises: -

“The Local Planning Authority should submit a plan for examination which it
considers is ‘sound’ — namely that it is: -

o Positively prepared — the plan should be prepared based on a
strategy which seeks to meet objectively assessed development and
infrasfructure  requirements, including unmet requirements for
neighbouring authorities where it is reasonable to do so and consistent
with achieving sustainable development;

« Justified — the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when
considered against the reasonable alternatives based on proportionate
evidence;

e Effective — the plan should be deliverable over its period and based on
effective joint working on cross boundary sirategic priorities; and




2.7

* Consistent with National Policy — the plan should enable the delivery
of sustainable development in accordance with the policies in the
framework.”

In addition, the representations will consider the legal duty to comply with the
European SEA Directive — 2001/42/PC and the Environmental Assessment of
Plans and Programmes regulations 2004. The directive and regulations
require the need for; -

1. Environmental reports to be of sufficient quality and provide proper
information to allow consideration of all potential effects.

2. Sufficient detail to allow the public to understand why the plan is said to be
sound

3. An appropriate and equal assessment of the alternatives to the chosen
strategy/policy an explanation as to why they were not considered to be the
best option

Representations on Main Modifications

Main Modification 2

Summary of Main Modification

2.8

2.9

Main Modification 2 seeks to add Burley in Wharfedale and Menston to the list
of Local Growth Centres in Policy SC1 Part B5 where the policy offers to
support, protect and enhance the roles of the Local Growth Centres as hubs for
the local economy and housing efc.

These modifications reflect the revised setflement hierarchy and changes
within Policy SC4 which, in turn, reflects the revised Habitat Regulations
Assessment and the increased housing targets proposed for Burley and for
Menston.

Scoundness of Main Modification 2

2.10 Mr. Rothery supports the Council’s inclusion of Burley in Wharfedale and

2.11

Menston within the list of Local Growth Centres in Policy SC1 Part B5.

Mr. Rothery considers that the inclusion of Burley in Wharfedale and Menston
within the Local Growth Centres that act as hubs for the local economy is
sound and that it meets the four tesis of soundness in that this main
modification has been positively prepared, is justified, is effective and
consistent with National Policy based on the adjustments to the settlement
hierarchy derived from the amendments to the Habitat Regulations
Assessment.




Main Modifications 7, 8, 9, 11 and 12

Summary of Main Modifications

212

2.13

2.14

2.15

Main Modification 7 seeks to add Burley in Wharfedale and Menston to the list
of Local Growth Centres in Policy SC4. Parallel Main Modification 8 seeks to
remove Burley in Wharfedale and Menston from the list of Local Service
Centres and Rural Areas from Policy SC4.

Main Modification 9 seeks to identify that Burley in Wharfedale and Menston
when assessed against the outcomes table for Policy SC4 will have made a
significant contribution to meeting the districts needs for housing, employment
and associated community facilities.

Main Modification 11 seeks to identify that Burley in Wharfedale and Menston
are Local Growth Centres on the key strategy diagram and also identifies that
they are “the most sustainable local centres which provide an important focal
point for affordable housing and market housing needs as well as employment.
Parallel Main Modification 12 seeks to remove Burley in Wharfedale and
Menston from the list of settlements where there will be a slower pace and
scale of growth.

All of these modifications result from the revised status within the settlement
hierarchy of Burley in Wharfedale and Menston as explained earlier as a direct
result of the revisions to the Habitat Regulations Assessment.

Soundness of Main Modifications 7, 8, 9, 11 and 12

2.16

217

Mr. Rothery supports the Council’s inclusion of Burley in Wharfedale and
Menston within the list of Local Growth Centres subsequent main modifications
to the policies and paragraphs of the Core Strategy as sef out above.

Mr. Rothery considers the main maodifications resuiting from the revised status
within the settlement hierarchy of Burley in Wharfedale and Menston are
sound and that they meet the four tests of soundness in that the main
modifications have been positively prepared, are justified, are effective an
consistent with National Policy based on the adjustments to the settiement
hierarchy derived from the amendments to the Habitat Regulations
Assessment.

Main Modification 18

Summary of Main Modification

2.18 Main Modification MM18 seeks to amend paragraph 3.102 under Policy SC7

relating to Green Belt and the requirement for its release to meet the housing
needs for the area. The modification states that the Council considers, having
reviewed the evidence and all reasonable aiternatives, that exceptional
circumstances exist which justify and require a change to the Green Belt in
order to meet its development needs for housing in fult and in order to support
long term economic success to the district.




Soundness of Main Modification MM18

2.19 Mr. Rothery supports the inclusion of clarity on the exceptional circumstances
which support the need to review the Green Belt as proposed within Main
Modification MM18.

2.20 Mr. Rothery considers that the inclusion of clarity in relation to the exceptional
circumstances relating to the release of Green Belt is sound and that it meets
the four tests of soundness in that the main modification has been posilively
prepared, is justified, and is effective and consistent with National Policy.

Main Modification MM51
Summary of Main Modification

2.21 This Main Modification seeks, in accordance with Policy HO3 and EC3 to
increase the housing requirement in Wharfedale from 1,600 to 2,500 dwellings.
In addition, it seeks the following broad distribution: -

lIkley — increase of dwellings from 800 to 1,000

Burley in Wharfedale — increase of dwellings from 200 to 700
Menston — increase of dwellings from 400 to 600

Addingham — maintained at 200

Soundness of Main Modification MM51

2.22 Mr. Rothery supports the Council’s increase of the housing requirement for
Wharfedale from 1,600 to 2,500 and the subsequent increase in the housing
targets for llkley, Burley in Wharfedale and Menston.

2.23 Mr. Rothery considers that the increase in the housing requirement for
Wharfedale and the increase of the number of residential units for three of the
four settlements is sound and that it meets the four tests of soundness and
that this main modification has been positively prepared, is justified, is effective
and consistent with National Policy based on the adjustments to the settlement
hierarchy derived from the amendments to the Habitat Regulations
Assessment.

Main Modification MM88
Summary of Main Modification

2.24 This Main Modification seeks to adjust Policy HO3 and the apportionments
between the different settlements of the district for housing. It seeks to
increase the housing delivery in Local Growth Centres from 3,400 to 4,900 and
identifies that Burley in Wharfedale will deliver 700 units and Menston 600
units. It also identifies that Burley in Wharfedale and Menston are to be
deleted from the Local Service Centre list. In essence, Burley in Wharfedale
and Menston are reinstated as Local Growth Centres (and thus removed as




Local Service Centres), with higher housing targets largely as a result of the
revised Habitat Regulafions Assessment.

Soundness of Main Modification MM88

2.25

2.26

Mr. Rothery supports the Councils inclusion of Burley in Wharfedale and
Menston in the list of Local Growth Centres and the increase in housing
distribution to said centres.

Mr. Rothery considers that the inclusion of Burley in Wharfedale and Menston
in the Local Growth Centres is sound and it meets the four tests of soundness
in that this Main Modification has been positively prepared, is justified, is
effective and consistent with National Policy based on the adjustments to the
settlement hierarchy derived from the amendments to the Habitat Regulations
Assessment.

Main Modification MM922

Summary of Main Modification

2.27

This Main Modification seeks to adjust the approach to phasing of housing
alliocations as set out within Policy HO4. The modification goes on to identify
that the housing implementation framework will set out how the Council will
monior delivery and this includes the implications of underachievement on
housing completions and brownfield development targets for the phasing
approach. The medifications go on to identify that the Council will consider the
early release of Phase 2 sites in the unlikely event of a persistent shortfall
(defined as being over two successive monitoring year periods) in five-year
land supply. The text goes on to identify the Council’'s approach to maintaining
a five-year land supply which includes allowing for a 20% buffer in additional
supply brought forward from the latter part of the plan period and resolving the
backlog in undersupply over the plan period which is termed as “the Liverpool”
approach.

Soundness of Policy MM92

2.28

2.29

2.30

Mr. Rothery objects to the inciusion of a phasing policy within the Core
Strategy as it is unjustified. At other Core Strategy examinations, for example,
Rotherham, phasing policies have been removed.

If the phasing policy is to be retained, the appropriate approach for dealing with
any undersupply within the five-year reguirement calculation is to resolve
shortfall within the five years (the Sedgefield approach) as advocated by the
NPPF and the Planning Practice Guidance.

The inclusion of a phasing policy and one which is reliant on release of later
phases based on the Liverpool approach to dealing with undersupply is
unsound as the approach has not been justified, will be ineffective in terms of
releasing later phases of land for housing and is also inconsistent with National
Folicy.




Proposed Changes to the Main Modification to address Soundness Issues

2.31 The phasing policy should be deleted from the Core Strategy. Should the
phasing strategy be retained, the reference to the application of the Liverpool
approach should be deleted and be replaced with the application of the
Sedgefield approach, i.e. dealing with the backlog over a five year period, not
the period of the plan.

Main Modification MIM96
Summary of Main Modification

2 32 This Main Modification seeks to amend Policy HO6 by removing the reference
to the delivery of 50% of housing on previously developed land as a minimum
over the Local Plan period and also removes the reference to the PDL targets
being a minimum for the Regional City of Bradford, Principal Towns, Local
Growth Centres and Local Service Centres.

Soundness of Main Modification MM96

2.33 Mr. Rothery supports the Council's Main Modification at MM96 wherein it
removes the reference to the PDL targets being a minimum.

2.34 Mr. Rothery considers the removal of the reference to the PDL targets being a
minimum is sound and that it meets the four tests of soundness in that this
Main Modification has been positively prepared, is justified, is effective and
consistent with National Policy.




3.0 Conclusions

3.1

Mr. Rothery is supportive of the majority of the Main Modifications proposed
and in particular, those which reinstate Burley in Wharfedale and Menston as
Local Growth Centres and the respective increase in proposed housing
delivery. Where issues on soundness with proposed modifications have been
raised, amendments have been proposed to address any soundness issues.




- City of Bradford Metropolitan District Council

Core Strategy Development Plan Document ~ For Office Use onW
Proposed Main Modifications — November 2015 - Ba":
Re

Representation Form

PART A: PERSONAL DETAILS

* If an agent has been appointed, please complete only the Title, Name and Organisation in box 1 below and
complete the full contact details of the agent in box 2.

1.YOUR DETAILS* 2. AGENT DETAILS (if applicable)

| Title MR MR

First Name

Last Name Ro THERY

Job Title
(whers refevant to this PllecTok
representation)
Organisation
{where relevant to this
reprasentation)

TRVING

b PrAanmtNy

Address Line 1 cfo ACENT

Line 2

Line 3 Leeps

Line 4

Post Code -

Telephone Number

. Email Address

Signature: Date 1gh TAnvaty ol

3. Please lst us know if you wish to bé nofified of the following:

The 'pUinCAtion of the lr\'spector"s-Rébbrt?_. . Yes v No
The adoption of the Core Strategy? - Yes J No
Are you attaching any addftianai sheets / Yes / No
documents that relate to this - e
. representatmn'J - . § | No of sheets f .
-~ ' . documents submitted :

Page 2



| City of Bradford Metropolitan District Council

Core Strategy Development Plan Document For Office Use vt;miy

Proposed Main Modifications — November 2015 . pate
© Ref

Representation Form

PART B - YOUR REPRESENTATION - Please use a separate sheet for each representation.

. (Addﬁt:ona,‘ Part B forms can be down!oadsd from the web page)

A To whxch pmpased main modmca‘tzon does this representatmn relate'?

Proposed Main Modification number: MM L

. 5, E)o support or ob}ect the p:oposed main mndificatlon?

Support ' / Object

6 Do you consider the proposed main modification to be “legally compliant’?

Yes J No

7. Do you consider the proposed main modification to be ‘sound’?

Yes J No — ‘unsound’

8. If'you consider the proposed main modification to be ‘unsound’, please identify which test of
: soundness your comments relate to?

Positively prepared Justified
Effective Consistent with National Planning
Policy {the NPPF)

: 9 Please give, detaﬂs D‘f why you con51ﬂer the proposed main modlﬂcatlon is not leqaiiv com phant oris
! unsoumj in light of the main modlfmations pmposed ‘Please be as precise as possible:

H you wish to support the proposed maln modtf:cahon piease use thls box {o set. outyour comments.

{Please note: Your representation should cover succmctiy all the 1nformatlon ev1dence and supporimg
information necessary 1o support / justify the representation and the suggested change Itis important that
VOur fepresentatlon relates to the pmposed main modifications):

SEE ATTACLHED STATEMERT

[P 3



3ty "o_f Btadford Metr-ﬁpo]ﬁianﬂiﬁﬁﬁ Cﬁuncil

Core Strategy Development Plan Document For Office Use only: |

Proposed Main Modifications — November 2015 Date
Ref

Representation Form

PART B - YOUR REPRESENTATION - Please use a separate sheet for each representation.

_ (Additional Part B forms can be downloaded from the web page)

4. To which pmposed main modﬂ’ cation does this representataon reiate‘? :

Proposed Main Modification number: e

5. Do suppott or ObjEi.i: ihe pmposed main modsf‘ Latson?

Su pport / Object

- 6. Do you consider the proposed main modification to be ‘legally compliant’?

Yes J No

7 Do you consider the proposed main modification to be ‘sound’?

Yes J No - ‘unsound’

h‘ you cqnsuder the pr oposed main modlflcanon o be unsound’ please identify whlch test nf
'your cnmments relate to?

Posmvely prepared Justified
. Consistent with National Planning
Effective Policy (the NPPF)

9 Please give detazis of why you nons:der the proposed main mod |f|catlon 1s not ieqally compliant or Is
- unsound in hqht of the main modmcatlons proposed. Please be as precrse as possnb!e

[ you wssh to su ngrt the proposed main modlfscataon piease use th:s boX to. set ouit yuur comments

(Piease note: Your representation should cover suc:cmctly all the inforimation, ewdence and supporhng .
information necessary to support { justify the representation and the suggested change itis 1mportant that
your representation relates to a proposed main modification), '

SEE ATTAcHED STATEMENT

Pagn



City of Bradford Meirepoiiteh_ Dxe‘mct Couneil_' |

Core Strategy Development Plan Document ' For Office Use only;
Date
~ef

Proposed Main Modifications — November 2015

Representation Form

PART B - YOUR REPRESENTATION - Please use a separate sheet for each represenfat;on

‘_(Adet:onaI Part 8 forms oan be downioaded from the web page)

4, Te w’mch propmsed main modn‘;catmn does th:s representatmn relate?

Proposed Main Modification number: MM R

.5, Do support o object the proposed main modiﬂcdtlon‘?

Su pport J Object

-:; 6. Do you conslder the proposed main modification to be ‘legally compliant™?

Yes J Na

“7. Do you consider the proposed main modification to be ‘sound??

Yes J No - ‘unsound’

if you cqn arder the proposed main modlflcatton to be unsound’ please lden’ufy whtch test of
soundne s' your comments relate to?

Posxtlve!y prepared Justified

Consistent with National Planning

Effective Palicy (the NPPF)

9 Please give details of why you consnder the pmposed main modification is not ieqa[ly comphant oris
unsound in light of the main modifications proposed. Please be as precise as possible,

If you wish to support the proposed mam modifxcatmn please use this hox to set out your eomments

{Please note: Your representation should cover succmctly all the mformahon, e\ndence and supportlng
information mecessary to support / justify the representatlon and the suggested change. It isimpaortant that
~ your representation relates to a proposed main modifisation).

SEe ATTACHED STATEMENT




Ciiy of Bradfm'd Metropolrtan Dnsinct Council

Core Strategy Development Plan Document | Fnr Office Use only:
Jat*e
Ref

Proposed Main Modifications — November 2015

Representation Form

PART B — YOUR REPRESENTATION - Please use a separate sheet for each representat:on
{Additional Part B forms can be downloaded from the web page)

4. To which pmpnsed main modeﬂcaﬂon does thiS representaﬁon relate?

Proposed Main Modification number: MM A

;. 5, Do support or ObJBC‘t the proposed main modification’?

Support v ObJ'SCt

6. Do you consider the proposed main modification to be ‘legally compliant’?

Yes VA No

7. Do yﬂu consuder the proposed main modlﬂcation to be sound’

Yes / No - unsound’

8 lf you consider the proposed main modlﬂcat;on to be unsound’ please |dent1fy whlch test of

soundness’ your comments relate to?
Positively prepared Justified
. Consistent with National Planning
Effective Policy (the NPPF)

5‘59;- Please glve detalls of why you con51de: the pmposed main modmcat;on is not legally comphant oris
E unsound in hqht of the main mod:ﬂcatmns pmposed Please be as precise as possible.

If you wish to supbo ort the proposed main modlflcation please use this box fo set out your. comments

{Please note: Your représentation should cover succinctly ail the information, evidence and supportsng
information necessary to support / justify the representatzon and the suggested change. ltis important that
your representation relates to a proposed main modification). _

SEE ATTACHED STATemMENT




Core Strategy Development Plan Document For Office Use only:

L) at\.
Ref

Proposed Main Modifications — November 2015

Representation Form

PART B — YOUR REPRESENTATION - Please use a separate sheet for each representation.
B {Additional Part B forms can be downloaded from ihe web page)

‘: 4. To whlch pmposed main modmcatmn does this repmsemaimn relate'?

Proposed Main Modification number: MM 11

L 8. Do support or iject the proposed main modiflcation'?

Support e Object ‘

8. Do you consider the proposed main medification to be ‘legally compiiant’?

Yes 4 No

7.Do you consider the proposed main modlficatmn to be sound"?

Yes V4 No — ‘unsound’

If you consader the proposed main modiflcatlon to be unsound’ please {dentify whzch test of
soundness your comments relate to?

Positively prepared Justified

Consistent with National Planning

Effective Policy (the NPPF)

: Please give detaiis 01’ why you con'-‘.lder the proposed main mndsflcation is not legally compliant oris
. unsound in !lqhi of the main modlﬁcatmns proposed Please be as precise as possible.

if you wish to support the proposed main modmcation please use this box to set out your comments.

{Please note: Your representation should cover succmot!y all the information, evidence and supporting
information necassary to support / justify the representatlon and the suggested change. Itis 1mportant that
your representation relates to a proposed main mcdlflcatlon)

SEE  ATTACHED STATEMENT
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City of Bradford Meimpolnan Distnet Counoil

Core Strategy Development Plan Document For Office Use only:
Date
R@‘?

Proposed Main Modifications — November 2015

Representation Form

PART B - YOUR REPRESENTATION - Please use a separate sheet for each representatlon
_{Additional Part B forms can be downfoaded from the weh page)

4. To which proposed main mod1f1cataon does this representation relate’?

Proposed Main Modification number: MM {2

5. Do support or object the proposed main modlflcatlon’?

Support S Object

6. Do you consider the proposed main modification to be ‘legally compliant’?

Yes v No

‘7. Do you consider the proposed main modification to be ‘sound!?

Yes J/ No - ‘unsound’

lf you consider the proposed main modlflcatlon to be unsound’ piease ldentlfy whxch test of
soundness your comments relate to?

Positively prepared Justified

Consistent with National Planning

Effective Palicy (the NPPF)

Please give details of why you consider the proposed main modification is not leqal[y compliant or is
unsound in quht of the main modmoatlons proposed. ‘Please be as precise as pOSS[b|e

I you wish to suppott the proposed rmm mod;f:caﬂon p!ease use thls box o set out your comments.

(Please note: Your representation should cover succinctiy all the nformat{on ewdence and supporting
information necessary to support / justify the representation and the suggested ohange ltis important that
your representation relates to a proposed main modification). .

SEE ATTACHED STATGMENT




' City of Bradford Metropolitan District Council

Core Strategy Development Plan Document For Office Use only:

Proposed Main Modifications — November 2015 i Dat@
Ref

Representation Form

PART B — YOUR REPRESENTATICN - Please use a separate sheet for each representation.

”(Addmonaf Parf B forms can be downloaded from the web page)

: 4, To which proposed main modification does this representataon relate'?

Proposed Main Modification number: MM IR

! 5 Do support or object the proposed main modlflcation?

Support V4 Ob}ect

- 6. Do you consider the proposed main modification to be ‘legally compiiant’?

Yes V4 No

- 7. Do you consider the proposed main modification to be ‘sound’?

Yes S/ No — ‘unsound’

8. If you consuder the proposed main modlflcahon fo be unsound’ ptease tdentlfy whlch test of
soundness your comments relate to?

F’OSItlvely prepared Justified
Effective Consistent with National Planning
Policy (the NPPF)

; 9.« P!ease give details of why you consider the proposed main modlfmatson is not iec;aﬂv comphant oris
: unsound in light of the main modiﬂca’cmns proposed, F[ease be as precise as poss[bie

i you wrsh tos Epmt the proposed mam modification piease use this box to set out your oommsnts

{Please note: Your representatlon shouid cover succinctly afl the mformatlon, evidence and suppartmg
information necessary to support/ justify the representat:on and the suggested change. !t is important that
your representation relates to a proposed main modification).

SEE ATTACHED STETEMENT




Core Strategy Development Plan Document " ForOffice Use only:

Proposed Main Modifications — November 2015 | Jaie
Sef

Representation Form

PART B —~ YOUR REPRESENTATION - Please use a separate sheel for each represeniation.

{Additional Part B forms can be downloaded from the web pags)

4. Vo which proposed main modiﬁca:lon does this representatmn relate'?

Proposed Main Modification number: MM S

" 5. Do support or object the proposed main modification?

Support 7 Object

6. Do you consider the proposed maln modification to be ‘legally compliant™?

Yes J No

7. Do you consider the proposed main modification to be ‘sound’?

Yes v No - ‘unsound'

8. If you consider the proposed main modification to be ‘unsound’, please identify which test of
soundness your comments relate to?

Positively prepared Justified
Effective Consistent with National Planning
Policy (the NPPF)

'9. Please give details of why you consider the proposed main modification is not legally compliant or is
" unsodnd in light of the main modifications proposed. Please be as precise as possible.

if you wish to support the proposed main modification please use this box to set out your comments.

(Please note: Your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and suppariing
information necessary to support / justify the representation and the suggesied change. it is important that
your representation relates to a propesed main modification).,

SEF ATTACHED STATemenT




' City of Bradford Metropolitan District Ceuncil

Core Strategy Development Plan Document F~or omm Use nnEy

Proposed Main Modifications — November 2015 ats
Ref
Representation Form

PART B - YOUR REPRESENTATION - Please use a separate sheef for each representation.

{Additional Part & forms can be downloaded from the web page)

4, To which pmposed main modification does this representatmn refate?

Proposed Main Modification number, MM 8T

. B, Do support or object the proposed main modification?

Support S Object

| 6. Do you consider the proposed main medification to be ‘legally compliant”™?

Yes v No

‘7. Do you consider the proposed main modification to be ‘sound’?

Yes J No ~ ‘unsound’

. If you consader the proposed main modiﬁcatlon to be unsound’ please ldenttfy whlch test of
soundness your comments relate to?

Positively prepared Justified
Effective Consistent with Naticnal Planning
Policy {the NPPF)

9. Please give details of why you consider the proposed main medification is not legally compliant or is
: unsound in light of the main modifications proposed. Please be as precise as possible,

If you wish to support the proposed main modification please use this box to set out your comments.

(Please note: Your representation should cover succinctly alf the information, evidence and supporting
information necessary to support / justify the representation and the suggested change. It is important that
your representation relates to a proposed main medification),

SEE ATTACHED STATermenT




Core Strategy Development Plan Document  For Office Use anly;

Proposed Main Modifications — November 2015 Jate
Qaf

Representation Form

PART B — YOUR REPRESENTATION - Please use a separate sheef for each representation.
(Additional Part B forms can be downloaded from the web page)

" 4. To which pmposed main m-odiﬂc.ahon does this representatmn re!ate?

Proposed Main Modification number: MM 9L

' §. Do suppost or obiect the proposed main modification?

Support Object V4

6. Do you consider the proposed main modification to be ‘legally compliant™?

Yes No /

7. Do you consider the proposed main modification to be ‘sound’?

Yes Ne - ‘unsound’ : /

8. If you consider the proposed main modification to be ‘unsound’, please identify which test of
soundness your comments relate to?

Positively prepared Justified
. Consisient with National Pianning
Effective v/ Palicy (the NPPF) /

‘9. Please give details of why you consider the proposed main modification is not legally compliant or is
: unsound in light of the main modifications proposed. Please be as precise as possible.

if you wish to support the proposed main modification please use this box to set out your comments.

(Please note: Your representation shouid cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting
information necessary to support / justify the representation and the suggested change. Itis important that
your representation relates to a proposed main modification).

SEE ATTAtHey STATermen T




' City of Bradford Metropolitan District Council

Core Strategy Development Plan Document For Dffice Use only:

Proposed Main Modifications — November 2015 PAe
Ref

Representation Form

PART B - YOUR REPRESENTATION - Please use a separate sheet for each representation.

{Additional Fart B farms can be downloaded from the web page)

4. To which pmpp ed main mod ification does this representatuon relate'?

Proposed Main Modification number: MM 96

-5.Do support or pbject the proposed main modification?

Support ,/ Object

6. Do you consider the proposed main modification to be ‘legally compliant’?

Yes 4 No

7. Do you consider the proposed main modlflcatlon to be ‘sound!?

Yes / No — unsound‘

.8 If you consader the proposed main modlflcation to be unsound’ please ldentlfy whlch test of
soundness your comments reiate to?

Posﬁweiy prepared Justified

Effective Consistent with National Planning
Policy (the NPPF)

tg. Please give details of why you consider the proposed main modification is not legally compliant or is
‘ unsound in light of the main modifications proposed. Please be as precise as possible,

If you wish to support the proposed main modification please use this hox to sef ouf your comments.

{Please note: Your representation should cover succingtly aif the information, evidence and supporting
information necessary to support / justify the representatxpn and the suggested change. 1t is important that
your representation relates to a proposed main modification).

SEE ATTHeHEY STATemenT

e
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.10, Please set out what changes you consider necessary to make the proposed main modification
legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test you have identified at Q7 above.

You need to say why this change will make the proposed main modification legally compliant or
sound, It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy
or text. Please be as precise as possible.

SEE ATTACHED STATEMEAT

1. Signature: :’:" pate:{ [gH TAnvary Jote

Thank you for taking the time to complete this Representation Form.
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