Sutton-in-Craven

Housing Survey 2011

Full Report
Prepared by

Suttonin-Craven Parish
Councill



Acknowledgements

Executive Summary

1.

2.

Introduction

Methodology

2.1 SuttonIin-Craven Housing Survey Questionnaire 2011

2.2 Questionnaire Response

2.3 Processing the returned questionnaires
Findings and Analysis

Part One: Information oBxistingHouseholds
3.1 Age, Gender and Household

3.2 Tenure and Size

3.3 Living/kaving the Parish

Part Two: Information oflouseholds irHousingNeed
3.4 Need for Local Homes

3.5 New Houses

3.6 Preferred Sites

3.7 Additional Comments

4. Discussion

5. Conclusions

6. Policy Implications

Appendices

1. Questionnaire
2. Tables of Findings

17

19

20



Acknowledgements

Suttonin-Craven Parish Council wish to thank the following for their contribution to the survey and
in producing the report.

1. Business and communitytes that provided collection points for the survey forms.
2. Volunteers who distributed the questionnaires to households throughout the parish.

3. All those residents who responded to the survey.



Executive Summary

The analysis of the survey shethat over 28% of the village householders responded. The survey
reflects a wide range of housing sizes throughout the village dominated by people who own their
own home and for whom it is their main home. It showed that there is some potential need for
housing in the next five years though this varied and includes starter homes for young pedple
older people who want to down size.

From the quantified data provided by respondents one can suggest that bet@zeew household
units is the level of housinneeded over the next five years. 88% rejected the idea that Greenfield
land should be used for new housing in the next 5 yademy, if not all of the 63 new household
units may be provided by the Greenroyd Court development.

The quantified data fromhie survey was further enhanced by the extensive comments rbgde
respondents. There is a clear viexpressed in while some new housing development may be
necessary it should be controlled, supported by appropriate infrastructure development and should
avad the use of Greenfield sites.



1. Introduction

In 2006 Suttorin-Craven Parish Council, together with members of the village community
undertookthe planning and publication of the Parish Plan. The Parish Plan set out to identify,
through aprocess of consultation and enquiry including invitations for all members of the village
community to participate as advertised in the village and local press, key points that were thought to
be important to the village identity and points which were calesed to be most in need of action

for future planning both in terms of development and community.

The Village Plan was published on the village website. It can be seen that the information gathered
at the time helped the Council in identifying a numbegofion points which have guided

subsequent Parish Council actions and decisiaking, helping the Parish Council to better reflect

the values and wishes of the village community. In particular, it helped to provide guidance on the
type of housing likelyo be needed in the near future; the type of housing considered suitable for
future developments; the sites suitable for future development and the sites regarded as unsuitable
for future development.

In 2008, as part of the Strategic Housing and Emplayrand Availability Assessment (SHELAA),
Craven District Council identified sites within South Craven including thirteen sites in-Button
Craven, which it was considering for possible future development. In all, Craven District Council
stated a need tduild 250 houses per year within the whole of the Craven District but outside of the
National Park, of which 17% were proposed to be built in South Craven. The potential impact of this
was not lost on local village residents, who along with residentsharateighbouring communities

in the South Craven area, attended-evasse the planning meetings at which Craven District Council
were due to make decisions regarding these proposals. Public pressure resulted in Craven District
Council holding public meetisgt which local residents made clear their strong opposition to the
number of houses proposed for the area and the unsuitability of some of the sites proposed.-Sutton
In-Craven Parish Council also submitted a formal response to Craven District Cooncilaummd

4th February 2008 in which we expressed our detailed objections to any development on 9 out of
the 13 sites identified by Craven District Council in Sdiitb@raven, based on community opinions
expressed in the Parish Plan, (of the 4 we didalgject to one was already being developed and
another was about to be developed).

There was subsequently some movement on the part of Craven District Council to reduce the quota
of new housing targeted for the South Craven Area to 180 homes per yeae tpeht relief of

many in the local community who clearly feel that the initially quoted rate of development was a
serious threat to the identity of the Parish and the wishes of many in the local community. This
welcomed movement has subsequently been mseel and Craven District Council are once again
planning to build 250 homes per year in South Craven. In December 2010,-Bu@itaven Parish
Council decided that in order to provide further clarity on the needs of the community in terms of
both maintaning its identity and future housing needs it would undertake a Housing Needs Study,
including a detailed setfompletion questionnaire to be posted to every household in the parish.

This questionnaire was subsequently prepared and posted to every hoasehdédnuary 2011.



2. Methodology

2.1 Sutton-In-Craven Housing Survey Questionnaire 2011

The questionnaire, (a copy of which is included with this report), dealt with a range of details such as
tenure, bedroom size, type of area on whindw housing should be provided and involved a total of

16 questions. Respondents were assured of confidentiality. Questionnaires were numbered for
correlation purposes.

Respondents could post the completed questionnaire to the Parish Council Clerkoatalely
they could hand them in at a number of local shops and the post office. A press release was sent to
the local press and an article published. A number of posters were put up around the Parish.

2.2 Questionnaire Response

In all 1600 questionnaisewere printed. A total of 1508 questionnaires were delivered during the
first week of January 2011. The figure 1467 dwellings is identified in the 2001 Census for Sutton
Parish of which 1429 were occupied and 42 household spaces were unoccupied (withifeedias
Y3SO02yR NBaARSyOSuvo

429 Questionnaires were completed and returned. All have been included in the data analysis.
Therefore the response rate of the questionnaire was 28.4%. This was a high response for a self
completion questionnaire and givesnsiderable confidence in the findings from and interpretation
of the data gathered. Over a quarter of all the households in the Parish of Sotraven

positively chose to be involved in providing information and their views about housing in thair ar

2.3 Processing the returned questionnaires

The clerk of Suttoin-Craven Parish Council conducted the data collection using Microsoft Office
and the information collected was checked for accuracy by the Chairman of the Parish Council.

There was no @dence of respondents completing more than one questionnaire.

Once entered, the data was used to generbée charts and pie charts to give a visual presentation
of the responses, where appropriate. Written responses were typed verbatim.

The Clerk produaka report, which was presented to the full Parish Council.



3. Findings and Analysis
Survey responses rate and checks on validity
429 Questionnaires were returned from308 households, a response rate 28.4% of louseholds

The estimated resident population in SutttmCraven is 3,500. Questionnaires contained details of
953 people, approximatel27.2%of the estimated resident population.

Part one: Information on existing households

3.1Age and Gender This atempted to identify the gender, age profile atiste number of
persons in each household.

445 Males and 508 Females

Figurel: SPC Housing Survey 2011 & Sutton Ward 2@Qfe Profile

2 Housing Survey 2011
m Sutton Ward 2001

0-15 16-24 25-44 45-64 65+
Age Group

*Note: 13did not give their age

It can be seen from Fig 1 abotéeat the pattern of responses in different ages groups compares
reasonably well with the 2001 National Census for Sutton Ward except tdd boup(17.8% in
2011 and 28.4% in 200i)under slightly under represented and &&ge group (28.3% and 17.08%)
over slightly overepresented.



Degree of Occupancy

Figure 2 SPC Housing Survey 2011 & Sutton Ward 2001: Number of Persons in Household
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The number of persons in each household as shown in Fig 2 above reflect the shape and pattern of
the 2001 Census data except for an over score pEBson households where the 2011 Housing
Survey was 46.4% compared to 36.1% in the 2001 Census.

Length of Residence

429 respondents225 62.4%)had lived in the parish 20 years plus, 78 (¥8)40-19 years, 47
(11.00)5-9 Years and 79 (184)0-4 years.

Hgure 3: SPC Housing Survey 2011: Length of Residence

0-4 years 79
5-9 years 47
10-19 years 78
20 + years 225
Not answered

Total 429




3.2  HousingTenure and Size

Figure4: SP(Housing Survey 2011 & Sutton Ward 200%nure
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Figures show thad5.7%(239)own their home without a mortgage, 30.5%31pwn their home
with a mortgage4.2%(18)rent from a private landlordand 7.4%(32)rent from a Housing
Association, ®%(2) from a Local Authority0. 7%(3) Shared Ownership, 0.5¢2) spedfied other
but not the details and 0.5%2) did not answer.

Main Home and Second Home

All respondents indicated that their present address was their main hddome were identifiedhs
second homes.



Numbers of Bedrooms in Current home

Figure5: SPC Housing Survey 20Property size in terms of number of bedroor?s responses

Not answered . 0.2

More than 4 bedrooms 2.6

U]
o)

4 bedrooms

3 bedrooms 49.4

2 bedrooms 331

1 bedroom 5.1

%

The survey identified thaalmost 50%©f respondents were living inl3edroomhomes with a further
33.1% in Zbedroom homes as shown in figure 4 below. Just under than 12.2% of respondents lived
in 4 or more bedrooms.

3.3 Living/Leaving the Parish
Reasons for moving to the parish

Respondents gave multiple answers with 125 pespd¢ing they had always lived here, 94 for the
countryside, 53 employment reasons, 20 commutiuggl 64to be near relatives, 59 to retire, 141

gave more general reasons such as good schools, a good reputation for special needs education and
to be near thehospital.

Numberof people who have moveaut of the parish

Figure 6: SPC Housing Survey 2011: People who have left the Parish

Lack of affordable housing 22
Lack of suitable housing 8
Lack of public transport 0
To take up employment elsewhere 21
To go to college or university 19
Other : 16
Total 86

Respondents were asked whether members of their household, had left the pasigh7.5%)
householdgeported people who had left the parish in the last 5 ye&®sme multiple answers were
given wih 22 people moving due to lack of affordable housing, 8 lack of suitable housing, 21 to take
up employment elsewhere 19 college and university and 16 for other reasons such as marriage,
death and divorce.



Part Two: Informationon householddn housing need

3.4 Need for Local homes

Some 73 respondentsl7%identified a need for local houses fone or more members of their
household.

Fgure 7: SPC Housing Survey 20Ade of household members ineed ofhousing

Age Numbers %
0-15 6 54
16-24 45 40.2
2534 16 14.3
3544 9 8.0
4554 8 7.1
5564 13 11.6
65+ 15 13.4
Total 112 100

112 household members are in housing need 40.2 ZAl¥ear olds, 5.4% 05 year olds, 14.3% 25
34 year olds, 8.0% 3 year olds, 7.1% 454 year olds, 1.6% 5564 year olds and 13.4% 65+.

Type of household in housing need

Figure 8: SPC Housing Survey 2011: Type of household in housing need

Type Number
One Person 74
Couple 14
One parent family 1
Two parent family 2
Total 91

The type of houskold in housing need consists of 74 one person, 14 couples, 1 one parent family,
and 2 two parent families a total of 91.



Type of housing tenure and bedroom sineeded

Figure9: SPC Housing Survey 2011: Type of housing teankbedroom size

1 bed 2 bed 3 bed 4 bed | 5+ bed | %

Flat 15 17 35.1
Terraced 1 16 7 26.4
Semi or Detached 6 7 14.3
Bungalow 1 14 3 1 20.9
Sheltered/Warden 3 3.3
Total 17 56 17 1

% 18.7 61.5 18.7 1.1 100

35.1% indicatei Yy SSR F2NJ WFf I 4 (eL)SQ I O02YY2RIGA2Yy X
Semi or detached and 20.9% a bungalow. 3.3% identified a need for sheltered or wardened housing
for the future.

18.7% indicated a need fordedroom accommodation, 62% indicated a need forl2edroom
property, 18.7% for a-Bedroom property and 1.1% for abedroom property. This is a significant
difference to the current bedroom number pattern reported undgg S5above where it was
reported, for example, that nearly0% of all respondents were living ifb8droom housing, 33.1%
in 2-bedroom an just 5.1% inledroom accommodation.

When compared to the demographics of those responding to this question it was clear that both
young people and older people were predomirtlgt those likely to be seeking one and two bedroom
accommodation. There was also a small number couples anticipating a need for larger properties.

Thedata regarding anticipated future tenures and number of bedrooms is critical in providing an
indicationof the number of additional units that may be required in the next 5 years.

h¥ GKS 10 NBaLRyRSyila ¢K2 | yasgSNBR WweSaQ owm
because some household members may leave to set up new households, e.g. youngpaopte

into flats, or the whole household moving and relocating into more than one household. By
subtracting 73 from 91 gives a total of 18 new properties. As the respondents represent 28.4% of

the community, extrapolating 18 to be representational of thleole community for the next 5 years
gives a figure of 63 new households.

In terms of future housing needs the price considered to be affordable

Figure10: Maximum purchase price of property which could be affordable in the next five years

Less than £74@D 28

£75,000 to £99,000 23

£100,000 to £149,000 | 15

£150,000 to £199,000 7

£200,000 to £249,000 0

£250,000 to £299,000 1

Over £300,000 2
Not answered 15
Total 91

Respondents indicated that 66 would consider houses priced under £149,00@8\i¢ss than
£74,000. 8

HC @

i Syd



Type oflocal affordable housingnost suitable in the next five years

Figurell: SPC Housing Survey 2011: Type of Tenure

%
To buy on open market 44 48.4
Sheltered Housing 7 7.7
Sharedownership with a Housing Associatio| 12 13.2
Rent from Private Landlord 6 6.6
Rent from a Housing Association 20 21.9
Other (adapted) 2 2.2
Total 91 100

Of the 91future tenures requiredi4 (48.4%) wanted to buy on the open market, 7 (7.7%) &teglt
Housing, 12 (13.2%) Shared ownership with a Housing Association, 6 (6.6%) to rent from a Private
Landlord, 20 (21.9%nt from a Housing Association, 2 (2.2%) other (adapted for disability).

3.5New homes tomeet localneed

The survey agld if a need is proven in the Parish would you be in favour of a number of new houses
to help meet the housing needs of local people.

Figurel2: SPC Housing Survey 2011: Homes to meet local need

Yes No Not Specified

247 (57.6%Yyespondents agreethat if a need is proven in the parish they would be in favour of a
number of new homes to help meet the housing needs of local people. Households who said yes
specified the need for LOCAL peodlg9(37.0%Yespondents did not agree with new homes argl 2
(5.3%)did not specify.



3.6 Preferred Sites
Type of sitespecified for future housing

There was an overwhelming pattern to responses \B&#6 indicating that new housing

development should NOT take place on Greenfield Land. Thiuwhsr strengttened 73% of
respondents would prefer to see building on alternative sites such as Brownfield land, conversions of
existing buildings and multiple use of existing buildings. The full data is providedLBelpw:

Figurel3: SPC HousinguBrey 2011: Preferred Type of Site for New Homes

W Greenfield Land — Land
not previously built on

® Brownfield Land — Land
previously built on e.g.
factory

= Conversion of existing
buildings

B Multiple use of existing
properties e.g.
accommodation above
shops

299(69.7%Yyespondentsvanted to see building on Brownfield land, 3&B.5%)onversion of
existing buildings, 30¢70.4%)using existing properties e.g. accommodation above shops. Only 50
(11.7%Yyespondents wanted future housing built on Greenfield Land.

Householders omment: Purely for disabled need, behind the bus stop on Holme Lane.
1 The lack of infrastructure was mentioned more than once.

10



Preferredlocation for new housing

The survey asked if you said yes teéhfield and Brownfield Land, where in the Parish
would be your preferred location.

Figurel4: SPC Housing Survey 2011: Suggested Sites

Sutton Lane
Mill (already being developed)
Land above Harper Grove

Land behind the Acres /Crag Lane

Yeadon House

Land on Bridge Road known as the Sand Park

Land on Holme Lane

Land on Holme Lane, known as the dog field/Alvic
Field/Sheilings

1 Locations suggestl by households more than once

37 respondents suggested that Land on Holme Lanenarth of Hdme Beck, locally known as the

Wog fielddr Wlvic fieldasthe site preferredthe most.21 suggested Land on Bridge Road known

Fd GKS W{lIyR tIN]J]QZ mMH DNBSYNRER aAff o6FfNBIRe& ¢
House, 5 Land behind the iés/Crag Lane and 2 Land above Harper Grove and on Sutton Lane.

*A number of households commented thatthe site 1 Y26y | & W!I f A0 wad St RQ Iy
an eyesore.

11



3.7 Additional Comments

1.

2.

3.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

Any new homes should be for the gele connected with Sutton.
The village has been ruined by oxd=velopment.
More sheltered houses would be beneficial leaving more homes for families.

Disabled families/young people etc. needs must be treated with sensitivity. Not wishing to build on
Greerfield Land or Brownfield is a poor excuse for leaving the few families in Sutton needing adapted
homes, in housing that is completely in appropriate. Nor should disabled people/families be
victimised because they happen to need an adapted home. Pleasdehidniglsituation with care.

Sutton has a traffic problem and other infrastructure limitations. There is a lack of employment apart
from retirees; all other new residents will likely be commuters.

There have recently been a number of new housing developsnithin the village e.g. houses on
2 2 2 R{ dzNgeé&hjalavll & land nearby an on the old Silentnight site. These developments have
been more acceptable as they were on old factory sites.

However, the building of houses on any fields, within the gdlaill contribute to the destruction of
GKS @AfflI3aISd ¢KAA AyOfdzRSa G(GKS LINRPLRAaSR ySg RSOSt
strongly opposed as this would destroy on the only green spaces left between Crosshills and Sutton.

If we are forced to bild further within the village, the only sites that should be considered should be
on existing old housing and factory sites but not car parksore cars which need more parking). The
only land we are aware of that fits this criteria is Yeadon House. Miergtand that the residents are
due to move to Greenroyd Mill leaving the building empty.

Greenfield sites should be used if it means young people can stay where they belong.

No more housing in Sutton. Nobody can afford to buy in Sutton so only locahlgdususewill be
built making Sutton a council estate.

Not in favour of housing people from outside the village.

We feel that Sutton over the past years has been built to saturation point and any further
development would be detrimental to the area, eroiiment and the people.

Any increase in population of the village must be supported by infrastructure improvements first.
Sensible affordable prices for ordinary people.
All Greenfield land should be protecte® dzNJ WDNB Sy Q A a @isiiolbé sustathedlj dzI £ A G &

If a need is proven for new houses, particularly low affordable housing, the terms set should stand
instead of mortgage companies and housing associations changing the conditions.

New homes have to be limited because of potentiafftcassues, impact on local amenities, bigger
OftradasSa G aldOkKz22fxX Y2NB aidNIAy 2y Dt Qaod

Traffic Lights desperately needed at: Top of Holme Lane and end of Sutton Lane.

Before any further housing is considered there are many empty houses that are availatgiednts.
Also the Mill will require filling.

12



18.

19.

20.

21.

22,

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

We feel the need for more affordable housing but more importantly better access to and from Sutton
(Holme Lane at peak times = Disaster).

Specific need for smaller, cheaper properties to allow home owaiggYoung People.
It is the large amount of open space that makes Sutton a pleasant place to live.
Schools full, Aire Valley main sewer full, Sutton Lane junction to busy.

Village is getting to populated and too busy on the roads. Build anymore andlwetle a village
but a small town.

Let the village stay a village look at all the houses that are still for sale.

Sutton is developd enough as it is and any new housing should not be considered on flood plain land.
Anywhere as long as people in Sutitan have somewhere to live that does not cost a fortune.

No new housing in this area.

Provided any building is done honestly, appropriately and sympatheticallyobjection and
provided no amalgamation with Glusburn and Crosshills (small developments),

I think it is important to not spoil Sutton by developing on farm land etc.

There is a lot of new local accommodation in Suttomgonore unless proven to be required for local
people.

We do not need houses this village is nearly a town.

We are concernethat as more new houses are built more pressure is put on local sergiciesols,
sewage etc. also the village would lose its identity, eventually becoming another suburb of Keighley.

The affordable homes on (Thompsewsodturners) land. The®lthree sbrey is such an eyesore and
should never have been allowed. The other lovely houses are made to look cheap and miniature by it.

Greenfield land should be kept for producing food or fuel.
| want to keep Sutton a separate village.

| feel that any availableomes either rent or council should be offered to young and old people who
lived in the village for a number of years.

Roads, drains, schools, village access are full to capacity how will we cope with more housing.

Son aged 26 moved out of our home 6 mamago into rented house in Sutton. We are subsidising

GKS O2ad 2F KAa NByd +ta GKSNB ¢SNB | f101 2F RSOS

and never will if the continues renting at the present rate.

| feel that the main focus shouldetobn conversions of existing buildings into affordable housing to
allow local/first time buyers to rent or buy quality housing at a realistic affordable price.

For housing thdield next to the beck on Holme Lane. This field is a proper eye sore, wildhaglhl
and the wall and fence at the road side is horrible.

52 y2i o0dAfR 2y WglaidiStryRQ 2y 12fYS [lFySo ! a&aS$
Please protect our Greenfield Sites at all costs.

13
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42.

43.

44,

45,

46.

47.

48.

49,

50.

51.

52.

53.

54,

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

We are in favour of additional housing if there ipraven need and thatx@sting empty premises are
being utilised. Care must be taken to ensure that the local infrastructure can cope with additional

families.

Mass housing development would surely join up Sutton to Eastburn, Crosshills & Glusburn thus losing

our identity as aeaparate locatiorng Not Good!

This is a cautionary yes to support young and old people staying in the parish, not to support

development for commuter belt growth. Insufficient infstructure and public transport to
this.

How do you ensure that onlgcal people can purchase new houses?

No more housing until there are better roads and access, also upgrade of services i.e. sewers, flooding
and surface water problems. Also Sutton should not be linked to Crosshills with houses. Keep Sutton a

village.

Vilage car parking should be increased in line with new houses.

support

CKSNE A& Y2NB (KlIy Sy2dzaAK K2dz2aAy3 Ay GKS @Qattl 3S

anymore.
No point building houses if there are no jobs, so some developmentatsfed work phces.

Housing of a scale & style sympathetic to the village would get my support provided it
affordableand obtainable to locals.

al@ddoS G(GKS O2dzyOAt &aK2dzZ R o06dz2 GKS Yl ye
K 2 dz& A y 3 @rstaxirke®liyérs. F 2 NJ

No more new houses.

We need surrounding Greenfields for health reasons.

would also be

G§SNNF O8

The houses must be in keeping with the existing, not like the new 3 storey buildings on the

Woodturners site.

The village has already been ruined by the incompetesfche planning department total power

/decision making should be given to Parish Council in all aspects of building saving money and getting

rid of the inconsistency of bureaucrats.

Leave room for the Cross Hills-pgiss which was abolished, it needsimstating.

Could land between the Sheilings and the beck be built on with low cost housing for villagers or if a
need for the old people. Make the land to the side of Aire Valley Glass community parking and put

double yellow lines along one side of Maine8t.
The provision for the elderly should be in a quiet separate area.

A need for bungalows for disabled supported by carers.

More housing is always needed, but must be provided with care and to the detriment of our local

community.

Please do not allowestruction of Greenfield sites on outskirts of village.

We should not be building on our Greenfield land. We need to protect fields any Countryside from

development to protect our beautiful village for us all to enjoy.

14
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. In favour of new homes ONLY if focal people.

. 1 think there is enough building going on in Sutton and that the Greenfields should be kept as you will
be endangering the village life and becoming town status.

. Sutton is a lovely village with great amenities which attracted my move freet@t to create my
FANBG FlLYAf@® K2YSd L 2dzad ¢2NNE | o02dzi 2O0SNONRGRAY

. Greenroyd Mill is currently being converted, do you envisage all the apartments to be occupied if not
no need for more! Look around all the houses for sale now.

. This village is already overdeveloped and when Greenroyd comes on it will be even more congested.
Bus drivers already struggle to get through traffic here. More buildings mean more cars and more
population. We are a villageoha town. We need the surrounding green fields for health reasons.

68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

73.

74.

75.

76.

77.

78.

79.

80.

81.

82.

There is no need to build any new houses. There are many for sale | would happily live in but they are

too expensive! The simple answer is for house prices to drop. Also the infrasgwatunot cope

with more residents.

If you build more properties to let or council properties then what kind of folk would be living there?

If we had wanted to live in a town we would have moved to one. Building more and more houses this

area will in aféct be a town.

Once all suitable brownfield/existing buildings/shops have been developed, further development of

Sutton should be halted. Retain our village and its character. It is big enough.

We have just moved back into the village because of the Giedrénd and the peace | would not

like to see any of the green land built on.

Green housing initiatives cavity wall insulation, solar and/Riles, garden or allotment provision for

food productiong would make a perfect village.

No increase in loc@mployment. Newcomers would be commuting if not retired. Sutton has traffic

problems already.
Housing (new build) should not be built of Greenfield Flood Plain land.

Desperate need for car parking (off road) throughout village esp. Sutton Mill and Hégh. St

Villages like ours should not be allowed to grow uncontrollably as it ruins the character of the village.

Is the conversion of the mill not enough to provide for those extra housing needs?

I would like Sutton to be a nice clean place to live but ¢here some places that are an eyesore that

need sorting out not left to look like dump.

Let parish people find and build themselves or help other parish people to do so. No outside,

contractors, associations.

Provided any building done honestly, appropeist and sympathetically no objection.

There is a massive housing shortage all over the UK, but very little space in Sutton to build and | like it

asitis.

Lots of council properties have huge gardens could houses be put on these?

15



83.

84.

85.
86.

87. |

88.

89.

52y Q0 ¢ ylouskesybailt ol eN$Sas there is no room in the schools as it is.

/NI LI N] odAtd 2y 12tYS . NAR3IS TASE Ritcbudhe YLIE2Y Q&

Alvic field.
Build anywhere that young people can stay.

Thank you for asking our opinion

Nobody has a right to live in particular area, we all have to follow wark Qa (2 dzZ3 K 0 dzi
all. Recent increases in population have placed ptigeral strain on infrastructure. | would like to see

some improvements to roads before more housing.

2 KSy 6S FANBUG YFENNRASRd® 2SS O2dz RyQd | FF2NR |
always been so, there are plenty of small starter hoyies, 1 down etc. in the surrounding areas.

We are particularly lucky in our villages since many of the properties built housed mill workers and
are quite small. We are tremendously lucky to live in our village, give the young ones something to
aspire toas we had to do with a bit of hard work they will eventually be able to move back.

Pleaseplease do not ruin our village. We have lived here now for 11 years in that time four new
developments have sprung up. The traffic situation becomes worse by thk.\@ur two infant
schools are already oversubscribed my daughter teaches at Cononley and confirms this to be true.

Sutton is a lovely community and if it is all going to change with the type of people who may rent

these new properties then | will have¥62 S | 3 Ay d L ¥
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think it should be council properties but if it is be careful who you rent to. Also can the Sutton Schools

take in more pupils andalwe really want bigger classes?
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4. Discussion

This survey response rate of 28.8% of households and 27.2 % of residents in the parish means that
this is a very representative survey. The comparison with the 2001 Census data confirms that it is
representative.

Demand for additional housing the next5 yearss approximately 63 households for the parish as a
K2t Sd® ¢KS FTAIANB 41 & OFfOdA FGSR o0& GF1Ay3 GKS
within the 5 years for themselves or others in their household, and deducting this frotottde

number of tenures required, which we&l. This gives a figure of 18 new properties.

As the respondents represent 28.4% of the community, extrapolating 18 to be representative of the
whole community for the next 5 years gives a figure 63 new houdsho

Of the 91 tenures that were indicated as a need within the next 5 years, almost half (48.4%)
indicated the need for property on the open market, and over one third (35.1%) indicated either
shared ownership or rental from a housing association.

The geatest need was for those aged between 16 and 24 (40.2%) who may be first time buyers or
those seeking to rent or enter shared ownership agreements.

Another high area of need for those aged from 55 upwards (25%) who may be mostly retired and
elderly.

The type of property indicated by respondents indicates that 35.1% would prefer flat type
accommodation. Of the rest, 26.4% indicated terraced housing, 20% indicted bungalow
accommodation whilst only 14.3% indicted Semi or Detached housing.

Respondents idicated the need for accommodation to have (in order of priority), 2 bedrooms
(61.5%), 1 and 3 bedrooms both equal (18.7%), 4 bedrooms (1.1%)

In additional comments, lack of affordable housing is identified as a key reason for moving out of the
area.

Rea@rding further development in the village, 57% or respondents agreed that further development
in the village would be acceptable IF it could be proven to be necessary.

Regarding the type of location used for further development, 88.3% did not want Geleeb&nd to
be used.

When asked to identify specific locations for possible future development, land west of Holme Lane
and north of Sutton Beck known locally as "Alvic field" was named as one site for possible
development. Land south of Bridge Road kndacally as the "Sand Park" was also named. Data

from the survey and also the nature of some additional comments made, such as, (‘All Greenfield
land should be protectedour "green" is vital if quality of life here is to be sustained'), and, ('ltds th
large amount of open space that makes Sutton a pleasant place to live'), indicate that although there
is an understanding of need for development to meet the local need, residents feel very strongly
that the Greenfield Land within the village should egerved in keeping with the rural identity of

the village. This echoes the findings of the Village Plan produced in 2006.

Analysis of the 89 additional comments made reveals that:

19 ( 16.9%) of respondents were strongly opposed to any further developimé¢he village;

16 (14.2%) were strongly opposed to use of Greenfield land;

15 (13.3%) felt that aspects of existing infrastructure was inadequate for any further development;
17



11 (9.8%) stated that any further development should be chtiordable nature;
6 (5.3%) stated that any further development should be for local people only;
2 (1.8%) named Alvic Field as being suitable for development;
2 (1.8%) supported further development as a general principle;

Other comments madedividual points such as "Thank you for asking our opinion”, "Build

anywhere that young people can stay", "There is no need to build any new houses. There are many
for sale... but they are too expensive!", "Let parish people find and build themseh@sutside
contractors, associations".

18



5. Conclusions

The level of response and the quality of the data obtained in this survey clearly indicate that whilst
there is some demand for additional housing development with@village, the scale of the
development needed is limited 83 new roperties over the next 5 years, and many if not all of
these may be met by the Greenroyd Court development.

Also, the nature of the type of accommodation provided must closely tefecactual needs of the
local residents, including the location chosen, in ofdeminimise the possibility of objections and
/or opposition.

The survey shows that whilst more development may be needed within the village, there is a strong
opposition b development on Greenfield Land. The use of Brownfield sites or current properties
that may be unoccupied should be looked to for future development before Greenfield Land is
considered for development.
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6. Policy Implicatiors

Suttorrin-Craven Parish Council has conducted the survey with a view to consulting parish residents
with regards to the future housing needs for the parish. The new Localism Bill indicates the need for
carefully conducted consultation with respect to tie development. The bill makes clear that
Neighbourhood Planning aims to give greater ownership of plans and policies which lafecea

in which residents live.

It is recognised that Neighbourhood Plans should be established in the context of authaity's
Development Plan, but nonetheless this survey will form the basis of future negotiations and
consultations with the local authority with the aim to ensure that development proposals should be
shown to be in general conformity with the wishesloé local community.

Sutton-In-Craven Parish Council are therefore adopting the following policy implications based on
the results of this housing survey.

1. The parish council will continue to listen to those who live in the local community, and will
continue to collect data as necessary to ensure our policies accurately reflect local need.

2. The evidence collected in our survey provides clear evidence that lesé 3ratitional
households will be required locally over the next 5 years. Some of theselads will
have secured property on the Greenroyd Court Site.

3. Should additional new housing be required, the local view that the vast majority of local
residents are opposed to building on Greenfield land must be given due consideration and
such developmats must only be permitted if they show considerable benefit to the
community, (for example, in terms of tenure size and affordability).

4. Future developments should accurately reflect the needs of the local communityavvitin
proportion of small househd units, i.e. 1and 2 bedroom accommodation particularly for
young people and older people.

5. Any housing development needs to be accompanied by improved infrastructure, in
particular better sewage and flood prevention infrastructure in the Aire Valleyaoad
communty areas affected by flooding.
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A. Your Current Household
1) Please tell us your current household composition?
Gender Age Group
M | F | 0-15 1624 2534| 3544 4554|5564 65+
Member 1
(You)
Member 2
Member 3
Member 4
Member 5
Member 6
Member 7
2) How Long have you lived in your present homer@ase tick one box
0-4 years ....... [] S9yeas..... [] 1019years.... [] 20+ years ...... []
3) Housing Tenure
Are Youlease tick one box
Home Owner (no mortgage) A shared Owner (part rent/part buy)
Home Owner (with mortgage) Lodging with another household
Renting from a private tallord Living with parents and relatives
Renting from a Housing Associatior In housing tied to your job
Renting from a Local Authority Other (specify)
4) Is this your?Please tick one box
Main Home?
Second Home?
5) How many bedrooms does youwurrent home have?




6)

7

8)

9)

Suttorrin-Craven Housing Needs Survey January 2011

What are the reasons you moved to Suttdén-Craven?Please tick the relevant boxes

Always lived here

Countryside

Employment

Commuting

Relatives

Retirement

Other more general reasorsfound suitable house, marriage etc.

Have any members of your household moved away from the parish in the last 5 years?

Yes.... [ ]

No .... I:l

Why did they leave?

Ladk of affordable hOUSING ..........cccviiiiiiiiiiii e |:l
Lack of suitable hoUSING .........cooiiiiiiiiiie e [ ]
To take up employment eISEWhEIE .............uvvviviiiiiiiiiiiieenan |:|
TO gO t0 COllEgE OF UNIVEISILY ...eeeiiiiiiiiiiiiee et e |:|

If Other, please specify

B_Your Need for local housing

Do you or anyone in your household anticipate a need for local houses in the village within
the next 5 years?

Yes |:| No |:|

If you answered N@o question 9 above, please go muestion 13

Suttorrin-Craven Housing Needs Survey January 2011



10) Please indicate the type of housing that you, or other members of your household, are
likely to need in the next 5 years?

Type of Housing No Of Bedrooms

Flat| Terraced| Semior | Bungalow| Sheltered/ 1 2 3 4 5
Detached Warden +

Member 1
(You)

Member 2

Member 3

Member 4

Member 5

Member 6

Member 7

11) In terms of your future housing needs what sort of price would you, or a member of your
household in need of housing consider, to be affordable?

Less than £75,000 | £100,000 | £150,000 £200,000 £250,000 Over £300,000
£74,000 to to to to to
£99,000 | £149,000 | £199,000 £249,000 £299,000

Member 1 (You

Member 2

Member 3

Member 4

Member 5

Member 6

Member 7

12) What kindof local affordable housing would be most suitable for you?

To buy on the open market Rent from a private landlord
Sheltered Housing Rent from a Housing Association
Shared ownership with a Housir Other

Association




13) If a need is proven vthin our Parish would you be in favour of a number of new houses to
help meet the housing needs of local people in the Parish?

Yes—|:| No—|:|
14) New homes can be built on either ' Greenfield

If there is a need for more housg in the Parish, what type of site do you think should be
used?Please indicate your preference by ticking Yes or No in each column.

New houses on: Yes No
Green field land;Land not previously built on
Brown field land; Land previously built on e.gar park, old
housing, factory etc
Conversion of existing buildings
Multiple use of existing properties e.g. accommodation above
shops.

15) If you said yes to Greenfield Land or Brownfield Land above , where in the Parish would
be your preferred bcation?

16) If you have any further comments, do please continue on a separate sheet.

Collection Points:

- Londis Shop, Sutton Thank you for taking the time to
- The Post Office, Sutton complete this questionnaire.

- The Chemist, Sutton

- The Pantry, Sutton Please hand it in to one of the

* Or by post to 9 North Avenue, collection points listed

Suttorvin-Craven, BD20 7NN by 3T January 2011.



Summary of Findings

Question 1a AgeProfile

Age Number Percentage
0-15 121 12.9
16-24 79 8.4
2534 64 6.8
3544 103 11.0
4554 129 13.7
55-64 178 18.9
65+ 266 28.3
Total 940 100.0

*Note: 13 did not give their age

Question 1b Number of Persons in Household

Occupants| Households| Percentage
1 114 26.5
2 199 46.4
3 48 11.2
4 47 11.0
5 18 4.2
6 2 0.5
7 1 0.2
Total 429 100.0

Question 2 Length of residence in Parish

0-4 years 79
5-9 years 47
10-19 years 78
20 + years 225
Not answered

Total 429

Question 3 Housing by Tenure

No.found | % found in

In Survey survey
Home Owner (no mortgage) 239 55.7
Home Owner (with mortgage) 131 30.5
Renting from a private landlord 18 4.2
Renting from a Housing Associatior 32 7.4
Renting from a Local Authority 2 0.5
A shared Owner (part rent/part buy 3 0.7
Lodging withanother household 0 0.0
Living with parents and relatives 0 0.0
In housing tied to your job 0 0.0
Other 2 0.5
Not answered 2 0.5
Total 429 100.0

Suttorrin-Craven Housing Needs Survey January 2011



Question 4 Main Home or Second Home

Main Home 429
Second Home 0
Other 0

Question 5Property sizdan terms of bedrooms

Bedrooms Number %
1 bedroom 22 5.1
2 bedrooms 142 33.1
3 bedrooms 212 49.4
4 bedrooms 41 9.6
More than 4 bedrooms 11 2.6
Not answered 1 0.2
Total 429 100.0

Question 6Reasons given for moving to the parish of SuttonCraven

Reason For Move Number
Always lived here 125
Countryside 94
Employment 53
Commuting 29
Relatives 64
Retirement 59
Other more generaleasons 141
Total 565

Question 7 Members of household who moved away from parish in last five years

Yes 75

No 354

Question 8 Number leaving parish

Lack of affordable housing 22
Lack of suitable housing 8
Lack of public transport 0
To take up employment elsewher{ 21
To go to college or university 19
Other : 16
Total 86

Question & Household ned for housing in the next five years



No 356

Total | 429

Question 9bAge of household members in housing need

Age Numbers %
0-15 6 5.4
16-24 45 40.2
2534 16 14.3
3544 9 8.0
4554 8 7.1
55-64 13 11.6
65+ 15 13.4
Total 112 100

Question9CType of household housing need

Type Number
One Person 74
Couple 14
One parent family 1
Two parent family 2
Total 91

Question10 Type of housing and number of bedrooms

1 bed 2 bed 3 bed 4 bed | 5+ bed | %

Flat 15 17 35.1
Terraced 1 16 7 26.4
Semi or Detached 6 7 14.3
Bungalow 1 14 3 1 20.9
Sheltered/Warden 3 3.3
Total 17 56 17 1

% 18.7 61.5 18.7 1.1 100

Question 11 Maximum purchase price of property which could be affordable in the next five years

Less than 4,000

28

£75,000 to £99,000

23

£100,000 to £149,000 | 15

£150,000 to £199,000 7

£200,000 to £249,000 0

£250,000 to £299,000 1

Over £300,000 2
Not answered 15
Total 91




Question 12 Housing by Tenure the next five years

%
To buy oropen market 44 | 48.4
Sheltered Housing 7 7.7
Shared ownership with a Housing Associatif 12 | 13.2
Rent from Private Landlord 6 6.6
Rent from a Housing Association 20 | 219
Other (adapted) 2 2.2
Total 91 | 100

Question 13 Numberof New Homes

%
Yes 247 57.6
No 159 37.0
Not Specified | 23 54
429 100

Question14: Type of site

New houses on: Yes %
Greenfield Land Land not previously built on 50 11.7
Brownfield Land; Land previously built on e.g. factory 299 69.7
Conversion of existmbuildings 341 79.5
Multiple use of existing properties e.g. accommodation above sho| 302 70.4
Question15: Preferred location
%

Land on Holme Lane, known as the dog field/Alvic Field/Sheiling 37 40.7
Land on Holme Lane 6 6.6
Land on Bridge Road known as the Sand Park 21 23.0
Yeadon House 6 6.6
Land behind the Acres /Crag Lane 5 55
Land above Harper Grove 2 2.2
Mill (already being developed) 12 13.2
Sutton Lane 2 2.2
Total 91 100




