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Representations Form

Please read the guidance notes before completing this form

This form comprises two parts:
Part A - Personal details
Part B - Your representation(s)

Both Part A and Part B of this form need to be completed in order for your representation(s) to be valid. Please
complete a separate shegt (Part B) for each representation you wish to make. Further copies of this form can be
downloaded from www.richmondsiiire.gov.uk/iocalplan.aspx

You do not need to fill out Part A for each representation, provided that all representations made are securely
“*tached.

Your completed form must be returned to the following address to reach us no later than
4pm on Friday 14 September 2012: -

Planning Policy
Richmondshire District Council

Swale House
Frenchgate
Richmond
DL10 4JE

Alternatively, you can email localplan@richmondshire.gov.uk and submit this form as an attachment.

Please note, all representations will be made available for public inspection on our website
www.richmondshire.gov.uk/localplan.aspx with personal details (i.e. email address, telephone number and

signature) removed.

r PART A - Personal details
YOUR DETAILS AGENT'S DETAILS
Title ME.
First name ﬁ\;\ \“Haes i
Last name r ?4"‘*\“\ SonAl
Eji?g;:::z:able) N l A

Work/Organisation T ) hetin( p-‘\Qlfﬂ

(if applicable)

Address [ 2 RWEDL. N
T MALRTNS

r-\Z\CH AN Jﬁ

Postcode \43 Lo 4w

Telephone no.

1L

F
Email address





PART B - Your representation(s) 9107
Please use a separate form for each representation 3

Name/Organisation: J

Q1 To which part of the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document does this representation relate?
(Spatial Principle, Sub Area Strategy or Core Policy) ; ;

Policy number (e.g. SP2, CRSS or CP8)

Page/paragraph number(s)

Please Note: Your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting
information necessary to fully support/justify the representation and the suggested change, as there will not
normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations. After this stage, further submissions will
be only at the request of the Inspector, based on the matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

Q2 Do you consider the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document is ...?
NP Yes i No Don't know

(a) Legally compliant il ] |
E:{_Egz%:f‘qs_—‘ s i - {; o
(0)'Se o =

s e

If you answered ‘N0’ to (a) or (b)'above, please continue to Q3, otherwise continue to Q5

Q3 Do you consider the Core'Strategy unsound because it is NOT...? (please refer to guidance notes) -

[ Juustitied '

D Effective B
D-Consistent with national pdicyf‘“
D Positively prepared

Please give details of why you consider the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document is not legally
compliant or s unsound. Please be as precise as possible: 1age 3%

continue on a separate sheet if necessar






L

Q4 Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the Core Strategy Proposed ngQx?ssion
Document legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test you have identified at Q3 where this relates to -
soundness. You need to say why this change will make the Core Strategy 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 precnse

as possible:






Q5 If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Core Strategy Proposed Sugl;luQZon
Document, please use the space below to set out your comments:
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If your representation is seeking a change to the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document, do you
consider it necessary to partlmpate at the oral part of the examination?

No, | do not wish to participate at the oral exammanon

D Yes, | wish to participate at the oral exammatfon

If you have selected ‘No’, your representatlon(s) will still be considered by the independent Planning Inspector by
way of written representations. :

If you wish to parthlpate at the oral part of the exammaﬂon please outline why you consnder thisto be
necessary:

If you wish to be notified of future stages of pian preparation, please tick the appropriate box(es) below:
D Subrnission for Examination
.g’lnspectors Report Publication
I:] Adoption
Please notify me by:
IAAPost
[ | Emai

Please Note: The Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who have
indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

Signature: Date: 20 r’-\\,}cm;(_?*— D is
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Richmondshire District Council
Local Plan Core Strategy
Proposed Submission
August 2012
Representations Form

Please read the quidance notes before completing this form

This form comprises two parts:
Part A: Personal details
Part B: Your representation(s)

Both Part A and Part B of this form need to be completed in order for your representation(s) to
be valid. Please complete a separate sheet (Part B) for each representation you wish to
make. Further copies of this form can be downloaded from
www.richmondshire.gov.uk/localplan.aspx . You do not need to fill out Part A for each
representation, provided that all representations made are securely attached.

Your completed form must be returned to the following address to reach us no later than 4pm
on Friday 14 September 2012:

Planning Policy, Richmondshire District Council, Swale House, Frenchgate,
Richmond, DL10 4JE

Alternatively, you can email: localplan@richmondshire.gov.uk and submit this form as an
attachment.

Please note, all representations will be made available for public inspection on our website
www.richmondshire.gov.uk/localplan.aspx with personal details (i.e. email address, telephone
number and signature) removed.

Part A — Personal details

Your Details Agent’s Details
Title Mr M Tennant & Mr T Mr

Milbank
First name Steven
Last name Longstaff
Job title (if applicable) Senior Planner
Work/organisation (if England & Lyle Ltd
applicable)
Address Gateway House

55 Coniscliffe Road

C/O Agent Darlington
Postcode DL3 7EH
Telephone No. 01325 469236
Email address steven@england-lyle.co.uk




http://www.richmondshire.gov.uk/localplan.aspx

mailto:localplan@richmondshire.gov.uk

http://www.richmondshire.gov.uk/localplan.aspx
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Part B - Your representation

Please use a separate sheet for each representation.

Name/Organisation Steven Longstaff — England & Lyle Ltd

Q1.To which part of the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document does this
representation relate? (Spatial Principle, Sub Area Strategy or Core Policy)

Policy number (e.g. SP2, CRSS or CP8) SP1

Page/paragraph number(s)

Please note: Your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence
and supporting information necessary to fully support/justify the representation and
the suggested change, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make
further representations. After this stage, further submissions will be only at the
request of the Inspector, based on the matters and issues he/she identifies for
examination.

Q2. Do you consider the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document is...?

(a) Legally Yes No Don't X
compliant Know
(b) Sound Yes No X Don't

Know

If you answered ‘No’ to (a) or (b) above, please continue to Q3, otherwise continue to

Q5.

Q3. Do you consider the Core Strategy is unsound because it is not: (please refer to the
guidance notes)

(a) Justified

(b) Effective

(c) Consistent with national policy X

(d) Positively prepared X

Please give details of why you consider the Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Document is not legally compliant or is unsound. Please be as precise as possible:

The approach set out by spatial principle SP1 and the focusing of development in the
principle settlements is accepted but our clients would object to the assertion that
development should be restricted in the North Richmondshire sub area to stop further in
migration and decrease pressures for cross boundary commuting. This approach is clearly
unsound and contrary to the aims of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) to
significantly boost the supply of housing and deliver a wide choice of high quality homes,
widen opportunities for home ownership and create sustainable, inclusive and mixed
communities. The Local Planning Authority must plan for its own needs.
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(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Q4. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the Core Strategy
Proposed Submission Document legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test
you have identified at Q3 where this relates to soundness. You need to say why this
change will make the Core Strategy 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:

The policy should be amended to ensure that development is not restricted in the North
Richmondshire sub area to ensure appropriate levels of housing is delivered to support
existing settlement. The policy in its current form is not positively planned and is not compliant
with the NPPF.

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Q5. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Core Strategy
Proposed Submission Document, please use the space below to set out your
comments:

N/A

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)
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If your representation is seeking a change to the Core Strategy Proposed Submission

Document, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the

examination?

No, | do not wish to participate at the oral examination

X

Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination

If you have selected ‘No’, your representation(s) will still be considered by the

independent Planning Inspector by way of written representations.

If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you

consider this to be necessary:

N/A

If you wish to be notified of future stages of plan preparation, please tick the

appropriate box(es) below.

Submission for Examination X Notify me by: (please tick)
Inspector’'s Report Publication X Post
Adoption X Email X

Please Note: The Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to

hear those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the

examination.

Signature: S Longstaff

Date: 13/09/2012
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Part B - Your representation

Please use a separate sheet for each representation.

Name/Organisation Steven Longstaff — England & Lyle Ltd

Q1.To which part of the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document does this
representation relate? (Spatial Principle, Sub Area Strategy or Core Policy)

Policy number (e.g. SP2, CRSS or CP8) SP2

Page/paragraph number(s)

Please note: Your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence
and supporting information necessary to fully support/justify the representation and
the suggested change, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make
further representations. After this stage, further submissions will be only at the
request of the Inspector, based on the matters and issues he/she identifies for
examination.

Q2. Do you consider the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document is...?

(a) Legally Yes X No Don't
compliant Know

(b) Sound Yes X No Don't
Know

If you answered ‘No’ to (a) or (b) above, please continue to Q3, otherwise continue to

Q5.

Q3. Do you consider the Core Strategy is unsound because it is not: (please refer to the
guidance notes)

(a) Justified

(b) Effective

(c) Consistent with national policy

(d) Positively prepared

Please give details of why you consider the Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Document is not legally compliant or is unsound. Please be as precise as possible:

N/A

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Q4. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the Core Strategy
Proposed Submission Document legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test
you have identified at Q3 where this relates to soundness. You need to say why this
change will make the Core Strategy 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:
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N/A

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Q5. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Core Strategy
Proposed Submission Document, please use the space below to set out your
comments:

Our clients firmly support the identification of Newsham as a secondary service village in a
cluster with Ravensworth and Dalton. We would however suggest that the spatial principle
makes it explicit that development is appropriate in secondary service village clusters to
ensure existing services are maintained and supported.

Newsham has a number of existing facilities including a village hall, bus routes and a public
house nearby and, as such, has an important role in providing services in this area of North
Richmondsire. It is clear that Newsham is a secondary service village and should continue to
be identified as such in the settlement hierarchy.

It is important that smaller service settlements are identified in the plan to ensure that
adequate development to support existing services is provided. This can only be achieved by
supporting further small scale development in locations such as Newsham.

Our client’s land at Moor Lane is an ideal site to bring forward for residential development
during the plan period to meet the spatial aims of this policy by providing a small scale
development which meets the needs of the locality and sustains the existing facilities and the
local community.

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)
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If your representation is seeking a change to the Core Strategy Proposed Submission

Document, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the

examination?

No, | do not wish to participate at the oral examination

X

Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination

If you have selected ‘No’, your representation(s) will still be considered by the

independent Planning Inspector by way of written representations.

If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you

consider this to be necessary:

N/A

If you wish to be notified of future stages of plan preparation, please tick the

appropriate box(es) below.

Submission for Examination X Notify me by: (please tick)
Inspector’'s Report Publication X Post
Adoption X Email X

Please Note: The Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to

hear those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the

examination.

Signature: S Longstaff

Date: 13/09/2012
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Part B - Your representation

Please use a separate sheet for each representation.

Name/Organisation Steven Longstaff — England & Lyle Ltd

Q1.To which part of the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document does this
representation relate? (Spatial Principle, Sub Area Strategy or Core Policy)

Policy number (e.g. SP2, CRSS or CP8) SP2

Page/paragraph number(s)

Please note: Your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence
and supporting information necessary to fully support/justify the representation and
the suggested change, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make
further representations. After this stage, further submissions will be only at the
request of the Inspector, based on the matters and issues he/she identifies for
examination.

Q2. Do you consider the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document is...?

(a) Legally Yes X No Don't
compliant Know

(b) Sound Yes X No Don't
Know

If you answered ‘No’ to (a) or (b) above, please continue to Q3, otherwise continue to

Q5.

Q3. Do you consider the Core Strategy is unsound because it is not: (please refer to the
guidance notes)

(a) Justified

(b) Effective

(c) Consistent with national policy

(d) Positively prepared

Please give details of why you consider the Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Document is not legally compliant or is unsound. Please be as precise as possible:

N/A

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Q4. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the Core Strategy
Proposed Submission Document legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test
you have identified at Q3 where this relates to soundness. You need to say why this
change will make the Core Strategy 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:
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N/A

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Q5. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Core Strategy
Proposed Submission Document, please use the space below to set out your
comments:

Our clients firmly support the identification of Newsham as a secondary service village in a
cluster with Ravensworth and Dalton. We would however suggest that the spatial principle
makes it explicit that development is appropriate in secondary service village clusters to
ensure existing services are maintained and supported.

Newsham has a number of existing facilities including a village hall, bus routes and a public
house nearby and, as such, has an important role in providing services in this area of North
Richmondsire. It is clear that Newsham is a secondary service village and should continue to
be identified as such in the settlement hierarchy.

It is important that smaller service settlements are identified in the plan to ensure that
adequate development to support existing services is provided. This can only be achieved by
supporting further small scale development in locations such as Newsham.

Our client’s land at Moor Lane is an ideal site to bring forward for residential development
during the plan period to meet the spatial aims of this policy by providing a small scale
development which meets the needs of the locality and sustains the existing facilities and the
local community.

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)






9108

If your representation is seeking a change to the Core Strategy Proposed Submission

Document, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the

examination?

No, | do not wish to participate at the oral examination

X

Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination

If you have selected ‘No’, your representation(s) will still be considered by the

independent Planning Inspector by way of written representations.

If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you

consider this to be necessary:

N/A

If you wish to be notified of future stages of plan preparation, please tick the

appropriate box(es) below.

Submission for Examination X Notify me by: (please tick)
Inspector’'s Report Publication X Post
Adoption X Email X

Please Note: The Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to

hear those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the

examination.

Signature: S Longstaff

Date: 13/09/2012
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Part B - Your representation

Please use a separate sheet for each representation.

Name/Organisation Steven Longstaff — England & Lyle Ltd

Q1.To which part of the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document does this
representation relate? (Spatial Principle, Sub Area Strategy or Core Policy)

Policy number (e.g. SP2, CRSS or CP8) SP3

Page/paragraph number(s)

Please note: Your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence
and supporting information necessary to fully support/justify the representation and
the suggested change, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make
further representations. After this stage, further submissions will be only at the
request of the Inspector, based on the matters and issues he/she identifies for
examination.

Q2. Do you consider the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document is...?

(a) Legally Yes No Don't X
compliant Know
(b) Sound Yes X No Don't
Know

If you answered ‘No’ to (a) or (b) above, please continue to Q3, otherwise continue to

Q5.

Q3. Do you consider the Core Strategy is unsound because it is not: (please refer to the
guidance notes)

(a) Justified

(b) Effective

(c) Consistent with national policy

(d) Positively prepared

Please give details of why you consider the Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Document is not legally compliant or is unsound. Please be as precise as possible:

N/A

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Q4. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the Core Strategy
Proposed Submission Document legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test
you have identified at Q3 where this relates to soundness. You need to say why this
change will make the Core Strategy 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:
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N/A

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Q5. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Core Strategy
Proposed Submission Document, please use the space below to set out your
comments:

Our clients support the aims of this policy and particularly the promotion of appropriate rural
housing schemes to achieve sustainable communities. It is vital that the emerging Local Plan
supports the sustainability of existing settlements by allocating sites for residential
development of an appropriate scale.

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

If your representation is seeking a change to the Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Document, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the
examination?

No, | do not wish to participate at the oral examination X

Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination

If you have selected ‘No’, your representation(s) will still be considered by the
independent Planning Inspector by way of written representations.

If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you
consider this to be necessary:

N/A

If you wish to be notified of future stages of plan preparation, please tick the
appropriate box(es) below.

Submission for Examination X Notify me by: (please tick)
Inspector’s Report Publication X Post
Adoption X Email X

Please Note: The Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to
hear those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the
examination.
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Signature:

S Longstaff

Date:

13/09/2012
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Part B - Your representation

Please use a separate sheet for each representation.

Name/Organisation Steven Longstaff — England & Lyle Ltd

Q1.To which part of the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document does this
representation relate? (Spatial Principle, Sub Area Strategy or Core Policy)

Policy number (e.g. SP2, CRSS or CP8) SP4

Page/paragraph number(s)

Please note: Your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence
and supporting information necessary to fully support/justify the representation and
the suggested change, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make
further representations. After this stage, further submissions will be only at the
request of the Inspector, based on the matters and issues he/she identifies for
examination.

Q2. Do you consider the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document is...?

(a) Legally Yes No Don't X
compliant Know
(b) Sound Yes No X Don't
Know

If you answered ‘No’ to (a) or (b) above, please continue to Q3, otherwise continue to

Q5.

Q3. Do you consider the Core Strategy is unsound because it is not: (please refer to the
guidance notes)

(a) Justified X
(b) Effective

(c) Consistent with national policy X
(d) Positively prepared X

Please give details of why you consider the Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Document is not legally compliant or is unsound. Please be as precise as possible:

The current approach is not consistent with the NPPF and does not actively seek to boost
housing supply or address the market and affordable housing needs. Therefore, the Core
Strategy Local Plan in its current form is not sound as it has not been positively prepared, is
not justified and it is not consistent with national policy.

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Q4. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the Core Strategy
Proposed Submission Document legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test
you have identified at Q3 where this relates to soundness. You need to say why this
change will make the Core Strategy legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you
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are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please
be as precise as possible:

Our clients have concerns over the proposed housing numbers as they have been revised
down to 180 dwellings per annum from 200 dwellings per annum as set out in the Regional
Spatial Strategy (RSS). Notwithstanding the work undertaken by Richmondshire District
Council, the RSS still remains the most up to date and tested evidence base for determining
the housing requirement. Furthermore, latent demand created by historic under delivery
against the RSS requirements must be taken into consideration when setting the proposed
housing requirement.

The Annual Monitoring Reports from recent years confirm the net housing completions for the
last three years as follows:

Year Completions (Net) No. under RSS % of RSS
Requirement (200 Requirement
DPA) Delivered

2008/9 56 144 28%

2009/10 40 160 20%

2010/11 38 162 19%

The Council acknowledges at Section 4.6.5 (Page 67) of the Core Strategy Submission Draft
that the North Yorkshire SHMA 2011 identifies that there is an estimated need for 260
affordable dwellings per annum over the next 5 years based on both the existing and future
demand. Notwithstanding this, the Core Strategy seeks only to make provision for 180
dwellings (market & affordable) per annum over the plan period with an affordable housing
requirement, set out in draft Policy CP6 (Page 66), ranging between 30 — 40% dependent
upon the Sub Area.

The overall housing requirements (annual requirement for 180 dwellings) appears to be
based entirely on population estimates from this point forward and does not take into account
the ‘pent up’ demand/need or ‘backlog’ for housing resulting from low levels of affordable and
market housing delivery over recent years.

The NYSHMA demonstrates, that taking into existing/immediate need (‘backlog’) and future
requirements for affordable housing, an average of 260 affordable dwellings per annum would
need to be delivered over the next 5 years. Once the backlog is cleared the need would be for
around 156 affordable dwellings per annum (net) — almost the same as the total housing
requirement being sought by the draft Local Plan Core Strategy.

Presuming that 180 (net) new dwellings are delivered per annum and are complaint with
Policy CP6 (Providing Affordable Housing) in respect of affordable delivery , this will amount
to 71 affordable dwellings per annum which only 28.5% of the identified affordable housing
need for the next 5 years. If the affordable backlog were addressed, 180 dwellings per annum
would only deliver 45% of the future affordable housing requirement (net).

The Council’s Local Plan will not meet the full and objectively assessed needs of market and
affordable housing in the housing market area, it is therefore in conflict with national policy
and not positively prepared. It is therefore unsound.

There is no reasoned justification provided for the assertion 1t is unlikely that new
development will ever met the demand for affordable housing’ (page 67). Moreover, there is
no evidence or justification that demonstrates that planning for a greater number of houses to
achieve greater amounts of affordable housing, or other alternatives, would result in
circumstances that would fundamentally conflict with the policies within the National Planning
Policy Framework. The Core Strategy is not justified in this respect.
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The current approach is not consistent with the NPPF and does not actively seek to boost
housing supply or address the market and affordable housing needs. Therefore, the Core
Strategy Local Plan in its current form is not sound as it has not been positively prepared and
it is not consistent with national policy.

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Q5. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Core Strategy
Proposed Submission Document, please use the space below to set out your
comments:

The proposed distribution of new housing is broadly supported by our clients and they are
pleased that the amount of development proposed in the North Richmondshire sub-area has
increased to 9% from the Core Strategy Preferred Options (July 2010). However, we consider
this should be increased further to ensure that settlements in the North Richmondshire sub-
area are supported by an appropriate level of development to ensure existing services are
maintained.

It is suggested that 5% of new dwellings should be located within the secondary service
villages throughout the plan period and our clients also support this increase. This equates to
a minimum of 110 dwellings (based on current requirements) to be located within the North
Richmondshire Service Villages of which Newsham is part of a cluster with Dalton and
Ravensworth. The provision within the policy of detailed figures on the distribution of
development is welcomed and firmly supported. However, these figures should only act as a
starting point and not unduly restrict an appropriate amount of development coming forward
on suitable sites within secondary service villages.

There are four Service Villages or clusters of villages in the North Richmondshire sub-area
and Newsham is part of a ‘cluster’ of three smaller villages, along with Dalton and
Ravensworth. Overall this suggests the need to deliver approximately 27 dwellings in each
Secondary Village within the sub-area. There is however no guidance on the proposed
distribution of housing within each cluster but our clients’ firm view would be that these figures
should remain flexible to allow appropriate levels of development to come forward on
individual sites.

If the Council are to deliver at least 110 new dwellings in the North Richmondshire service
villages across the plan period then suitable sufficient sites will have to be allocated through a
review of the existing settlement limits in the emerging plan to meet these targets. Whilst
Newsham forms part of a cluster with Dalton and Ravensworth, in our clients view the
majority of development in this cluster should be focused on Newsham as it is relatively
sustainable as a settlement and is the least constrained in planning terms for an appropriate
level of development.

The SHELAA identifies our client’s site as a deliverable site with a notional capacity of 21
dwellings. A review of the SHELAA suggests that there are only three other sites within the
cluster identified as ‘green’ i.e. suitable, available and achievable. An assessment of these
sites and the suitability of them to accommodate the level of development proposed in the
cluster is undertaken below:

SHELAA site 173- OS Field Number 161, Ravensworth

This is the only site identified in the SHELAA as ‘green’ in Ravensworth and it is suggested
that it has a notional capacity of 12 dwelling.
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We would seriously question the deliverability of this site given extremely sensitive setting in
planning terms. The site is located within the Ravensworth Conservation Area, an Area of
Great Landscape Value and is adjacent to the remains of Ravensworth Castle which is a
Scheduled Ancient Monument. These represent significant constraints on the development of
this site and these issues have not been fully assessed as part of the SHELAA.

SHELAA site 101 — Part field on the south side of Hill Lane, Dalton

This is one of two sites identified as ‘green’ in the SHELAA in Dalton. The site has a
suggested capacity of 42 units.

The suitability of development on this site is questionable as it would not fit well with the
existing settlement pattern and form which focuses around the village core. Furthermore, the
site bounds the Dalton Conservation Area. The site is also located within an area of Great
Landscape Value and highly visible from the key vantage points within the surrounding
landscape.

Dalton has the least amount of services and is the smallest settlement in the cluster and, as
such, should receive the least amount of development as it is the least sustainable.

SHELAA site 51 — Town Head Field, Dalton

This is only a small site with capacity for 3 dwellings. The SHELAA suggests that the site is
already within the settlement boundary for Dalton.

Newsham should be the focus of development in the cluster, it is a sustainable settlement
with a number of existing services and the most appropriate for further housing development.
Our clients’ site at Moor Lane is the least constrained and provides the ideal opportunity to
deliver a small scale residential development to meet the proposed targets and spatial
strategy outlined in the Local Plan Core Strategy.

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

If your representation is seeking a change to the Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Document, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the
examination?

No, | do not wish to participate at the oral examination X

Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination

If you have selected ‘No’, your representation(s) will still be considered by the
independent Planning Inspector by way of written representations.

If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you
consider this to be necessary:

N/A
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If you wish to be notified of future stages of plan preparation, please tick the

appropriate box(es) below.

Submission for Examination X Notify me by: (please tick)
Inspector’'s Report Publication X Post
Adoption X Email X

Please Note: The Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to

hear those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the

examination.

Signature: S Longstaff

Date: 13/09/2012
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Part B - Your representation

Please use a separate sheet for each representation.

Name/Organisation Steven Longstaff — England & Lyle Ltd

Q1.To which part of the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document does this
representation relate? (Spatial Principle, Sub Area Strategy or Core Policy)

Policy number (e.g. SP2, CRSS or CP8) NRSS

Page/paragraph number(s)

Please note: Your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence
and supporting information necessary to fully support/justify the representation and
the suggested change, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make
further representations. After this stage, further submissions will be only at the
request of the Inspector, based on the matters and issues he/she identifies for
examination.

Q2. Do you consider the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document is...?

(a) Legally Yes No Don't X
compliant Know
(b) Sound Yes No X Don't
Know

If you answered ‘No’ to (a) or (b) above, please continue to Q3, otherwise continue to

Q5.

Q3. Do you consider the Core Strategy is unsound because it is not: (please refer to the
guidance notes)

(a) Justified

(b) Effective

(c) Consistent with national policy X

(d) Positively prepared X

Please give details of why you consider the Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Document is not legally compliant or is unsound. Please be as precise as possible:

Our clients support the recognition in the North Richmondshire Spatial Strategy that some
level of development may be acceptable to support the role of the sub-area. However, the
proposed level of development must be sufficient to support existing settlements and ensure
sustainable communities are maintained. It is vital that the emerging Local Plan supports the
sustainability of existing settlements and gives confidence to developers by allocating sites for
residential development of an appropriate scale.

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)
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Q4. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the Core Strategy
Proposed Submission Document legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test
you have identified at Q3 where this relates to soundness. You need to say why this
change will make the Core Strategy 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:

To ensure that supporting existing settlements is the central aim of the NRSS, our clients
would suggest that the wording of the policy is amended to state:

“in the secondary service villages of Newsham — Ravensworth — Dalton (Cluster), Eppleby —
Caldwell — Aldbrough (Cluster), North Cowton and Gilling West:
¢ Small scale and a modest level of development will be acceptable where it supports
the social and economic needs and sustainability of the local community”.

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Q5. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Core Strategy
Proposed Submission Document, please use the space below to set out your
comments:

N/A

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

If your representation is seeking a change to the Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Document, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the
examination?

No, | do not wish to participate at the oral examination X

Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination

If you have selected ‘No’, your representation(s) will still be considered by the
independent Planning Inspector by way of written representations.

If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you
consider this to be necessary:

N/A
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If you wish to be notified of future stages of plan preparation, please tick the

appropriate box(es) below.

Submission for Examination X Notify me by: (please tick)
Inspector’'s Report Publication X Post
Adoption X Email X

Please Note: The Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to

hear those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the

examination.

Signature: S Longstaff

Date: 13/09/2012
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Part B - Your representation

Please use a separate sheet for each representation.

Name/Organisation Steven Longstaff — England & Lyle Ltd

Q1.To which part of the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document does this
representation relate? (Spatial Principle, Sub Area Strategy or Core Policy)

Policy number (e.g. SP2, CRSS or CP8) CPO

Page/paragraph number(s)

Please note: Your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence
and supporting information necessary to fully support/justify the representation and
the suggested change, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make
further representations. After this stage, further submissions will be only at the
request of the Inspector, based on the matters and issues he/she identifies for
examination.

Q2. Do you consider the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document is...?

(a) Legally Yes No Don't X
compliant Know
(b) Sound Yes X No Don't
Know

If you answered ‘No’ to (a) or (b) above, please continue to Q3, otherwise continue to

Q5.

Q3. Do you consider the Core Strategy is unsound because it is not: (please refer to the
guidance notes)

(a) Justified

(b) Effective

(c) Consistent with national policy

(d) Positively prepared

Please give details of why you consider the Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Document is not legally compliant or is unsound. Please be as precise as possible:

N/A

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Q4. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the Core Strategy
Proposed Submission Document legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test
you have identified at Q3 where this relates to soundness. You need to say why this
change will make the Core Strategy 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
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be as precise as possible:

N/A

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Q5. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Core Strategy
Proposed Submission Document, please use the space below to set out your
comments:

Our clients support the inclusion of Core Policy CPO in the Core Strategy which reflects
guidance in NPPF concerning the presumption in favour of sustainable development.

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

If your representation is seeking a change to the Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Document, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the
examination?

No, | do not wish to participate at the oral examination X

Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination

If you have selected ‘No’, your representation(s) will still be considered by the
independent Planning Inspector by way of written representations.

If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you
consider this to be necessary:

N/A

If you wish to be notified of future stages of plan preparation, please tick the
appropriate box(es) below.

Submission for Examination X Notify me by: (please tick)
Inspector’'s Report Publication X Post
Adoption X Email X

Please Note: The Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to
hear those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the
examination.
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Signature:

S Longstaff

Date:

13/09/2012
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Part B - Your representation

Please use a separate sheet for each representation.

Name/Organisation Steven Longstaff — England & Lyle Ltd

Q1.To which part of the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document does this
representation relate? (Spatial Principle, Sub Area Strategy or Core Policy)

Policy number (e.g. SP2, CRSS or CP8) CP1

Page/paragraph number(s)

Please note: Your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence
and supporting information necessary to fully support/justify the representation and
the suggested change, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make
further representations. After this stage, further submissions will be only at the
request of the Inspector, based on the matters and issues he/she identifies for
examination.

Q2. Do you consider the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document is...?

(a) Legally Yes No Don't X
compliant Know
(b) Sound Yes No X Don't
Know

If you answered ‘No’ to (a) or (b) above, please continue to Q3, otherwise continue to

Q5.

Q3. Do you consider the Core Strategy is unsound because it is not: (please refer to the
guidance notes)

(a) Justified X

(b) Effective

(c) Consistent with national policy

(d) Positively prepared

Please give details of why you consider the Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Document is not legally compliant or is unsound. Please be as precise as possible:

Our clients would raise significant concerns of the effect of Policy CP1 on the viability of new
housing schemes particularly the requirement for Code for Sustainable Homes Level 4.

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Q4. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the Core Strategy
Proposed Submission Document legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test
you have identified at Q3 where this relates to soundness. You need to say why this
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change will make the Core Strategy 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:

Remove requirement for Code for Sustainable Homes Level 4.

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Q5. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Core Strategy
Proposed Submission Document, please use the space below to set out your
comments:

N/A

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

If your representation is seeking a change to the Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Document, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the
examination?

No, | do not wish to participate at the oral examination X

Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination

If you have selected ‘No’, your representation(s) will still be considered by the
independent Planning Inspector by way of written representations.

If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you
consider this to be necessary:

N/A

If you wish to be notified of future stages of plan preparation, please tick the
appropriate box(es) below.

Submission for Examination X Notify me by: (please tick)

Inspector’'s Report Publication X Post

Adoption X Email X






9108

Please Note: The Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to
hear those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the
examination.

Signature: S Longstaff

Date: 13/09/2012
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Part B - Your representation

Please use a separate sheet for each representation.

Name/Organisation Steven Longstaff — England & Lyle Ltd

Q1.To which part of the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document does this
representation relate? (Spatial Principle, Sub Area Strategy or Core Policy)

Policy number (e.g. SP2, CRSS or CP8) CP2

Page/paragraph number(s)

Please note: Your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence
and supporting information necessary to fully support/justify the representation and
the suggested change, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make
further representations. After this stage, further submissions will be only at the
request of the Inspector, based on the matters and issues he/she identifies for
examination.

Q2. Do you consider the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document is...?

(a) Legally Yes No Don't X
compliant Know
(b) Sound Yes X No Don't
Know

If you answered ‘No’ to (a) or (b) above, please continue to Q3, otherwise continue to

Q5.

Q3. Do you consider the Core Strategy is unsound because it is not: (please refer to the
guidance notes)

(a) Justified

(b) Effective

(c) Consistent with national policy

(d) Positively prepared

Please give details of why you consider the Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Document is not legally compliant or is unsound. Please be as precise as possible:

N/A

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Q4. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the Core Strategy
Proposed Submission Document legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test
you have identified at Q3 where this relates to soundness. You need to say why this
change will make the Core Strategy 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:
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N/A

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Q5. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Core Strategy
Proposed Submission Document, please use the space below to set out your
comments:

Core Policy CP2 is in generally conformity with the National Planning Policy Framework and,
as such, is supported.

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

If your representation is seeking a change to the Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Document, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the
examination?

No, | do not wish to participate at the oral examination X

Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination

If you have selected ‘No’, your representation(s) will still be considered by the
independent Planning Inspector by way of written representations.

If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you
consider this to be necessary:

N/A

If you wish to be notified of future stages of plan preparation, please tick the
appropriate box(es) below.

Submission for Examination X Notify me by: (please tick)

Inspector’s Report Publication X Post

Adoption X Email X
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Please Note: The Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to
hear those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the
examination.

Signature: S Longstaff

Date: 13/09/2012
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Part B - Your representation

Please use a separate sheet for each representation.

Name/Organisation Steven Longstaff — England & Lyle Ltd

Q1.To which part of the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document does this
representation relate? (Spatial Principle, Sub Area Strategy or Core Policy)

Policy number (e.g. SP2, CRSS or CP8) CP3

Page/paragraph number(s)

Please note: Your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence
and supporting information necessary to fully support/justify the representation and
the suggested change, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make
further representations. After this stage, further submissions will be only at the
request of the Inspector, based on the matters and issues he/she identifies for
examination.

Q2. Do you consider the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document is...?

(a) Legally Yes No Don't X
compliant Know
(b) Sound Yes X No Don't
Know

If you answered ‘No’ to (a) or (b) above, please continue to Q3, otherwise continue to

Q5.

Q3. Do you consider the Core Strategy is unsound because it is not: (please refer to the
guidance notes)

(a) Justified

(b) Effective

(c) Consistent with national policy

(d) Positively prepared

Please give details of why you consider the Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Document is not legally compliant or is unsound. Please be as precise as possible:

N/A

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Q4. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the Core Strategy
Proposed Submission Document legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test
you have identified at Q3 where this relates to soundness. You need to say why this
change will make the Core Strategy legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you
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are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please
be as precise as possible:

N/A

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Q5. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Core Strategy
Proposed Submission Document, please use the space below to set out your
comments:

The proposed settlement hierarchy is supported by our clients and they firmly support the
inclusion of Newsham as part of a secondary service village cluster. Detailed representations
have been made in respect of Spatial Principle SP2.

They also fully support the confirmation in Core Policy CP3 that appropriate development will

be supported within or adjacent to each settlement’s development limits to secure the
sustainability of each settlement in the hierarchy.

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

If your representation is seeking a change to the Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Document, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the
examination?

No, | do not wish to participate at the oral examination X

Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination

If you have selected ‘No’, your representation(s) will still be considered by the
independent Planning Inspector by way of written representations.

If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you
consider this to be necessary:

N/A

If you wish to be notified of future stages of plan preparation, please tick the
appropriate box(es) below.

Submission for Examination X Notify me by: (please tick)

Inspector’'s Report Publication X Post

Adoption X Email X
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Please Note: The Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to

hear those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the

examination.

Signature:

S Longstaff

Date:

13/09/2012
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Part B - Your representation

Please use a separate sheet for each representation.

Name/Organisation Steven Longstaff — England & Lyle Ltd

Q1.To which part of the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document does this
representation relate? (Spatial Principle, Sub Area Strategy or Core Policy)

Policy number (e.g. SP2, CRSS or CP8) CP4

Page/paragraph number(s)

Please note: Your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence
and supporting information necessary to fully support/justify the representation and
the suggested change, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make
further representations. After this stage, further submissions will be only at the
request of the Inspector, based on the matters and issues he/she identifies for
examination.

Q2. Do you consider the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document is...?

(a) Legally Yes No Don't X
compliant Know
(b) Sound Yes X No Don't
Know

If you answered ‘No’ to (a) or (b) above, please continue to Q3, otherwise continue to

Q5.

Q3. Do you consider the Core Strategy is unsound because it is not: (please refer to the
guidance notes)

(a) Justified

(b) Effective

(c) Consistent with national policy

(d) Positively prepared

Please give details of why you consider the Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Document is not legally compliant or is unsound. Please be as precise as possible:

N/A

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Q4. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the Core Strategy
Proposed Submission Document legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test
you have identified at Q3 where this relates to soundness. You need to say why this
change will make the Core Strategy 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:
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N/A

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Q5. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Core Strategy
Proposed Submission Document, please use the space below to set out your
comments:

Our clients fully supports the approach outlined in Core Policy CP4 which recognises that
there is a need to bring forward development on appropriate sites in the short term and
accept that this should be undertaken in accordance with the proposed settlement hierarchy
and distribution of development.

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

If your representation is seeking a change to the Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Document, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the
examination?

No, | do not wish to participate at the oral examination X

Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination

If you have selected ‘No’, your representation(s) will still be considered by the
independent Planning Inspector by way of written representations.

If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you
consider this to be necessary:

N/A

If you wish to be notified of future stages of plan preparation, please tick the
appropriate box(es) below.

Submission for Examination X Notify me by: (please tick)
Inspector’'s Report Publication X Post
Adoption X Email X

Please Note: The Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to
hear those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the
examination.
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Signature:

S Longstaff

Date:

13/09/2012






9108

Part B - Your representation

Please use a separate sheet for each representation.

Name/Organisation

Steven Longstaff — England & Lyle Ltd

Q1.To which part of the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document does this
representation relate? (Spatial Principle, Sub Area Strategy or Core Policy)

Policy number (e.g. SP2, CRSS or CP8) CP5

Page/paragraph number(s)

Please note: Your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence
and supporting information necessary to fully support/justify the representation and
the suggested change, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make
further representations. After this stage, further submissions will be only at the
request of the Inspector, based on the matters and issues he/she identifies for

examination.

Q2. Do you consider the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document is...?

(a) Legally Yes No Don't X
compliant Know
(b) Sound Yes No X Don't
Know

If you answered ‘No’ to (a) or (b) above, please continue to Q3, otherwise continue to

Q5.

Q3. Do you consider the Core Strategy is unsound because it is not: (please refer to the

guidance notes)

(a) Justified X
(b) Effective

(c) Consistent with national policy X
(d) Positively prepared

Please give details of why you consider the Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Document is not legally compliant or is unsound. Please be as precise as possible:

The requirements of Core Policy CP5 present a number of concerns and we would object to
the policy in its current form. Whilst it is acknowledged that a range of dwellings should be
provided to meet the identified needs of the District, there should be appropriate flexibility to
take account of market considerations and the need to deliver housing.

It is our client’s view that the dwelling mix in terms of type and tenure of a development
should be left to the market to decide. The proposed approach could have significant impact
on the viability of many schemes and interfering in the market other than to specifically deliver
affordable housing should be avoided.
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(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Q4. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the Core Strategy
Proposed Submission Document legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test
you have identified at Q3 where this relates to soundness. You need to say why this
change will make the Core Strategy 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:

Amend the policy to allow appropriate flexibility to take account of market considerations and
the need to deliver housing. It is our client’s view that the dwelling mix in terms of type and
tenure of a development should be left to the market to decide

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Q5. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Core Strategy
Proposed Submission Document, please use the space below to set out your
comments:

N/A

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

If your representation is seeking a change to the Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Document, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the
examination?

No, | do not wish to participate at the oral examination X

Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination

If you have selected ‘No’, your representation(s) will still be considered by the
independent Planning Inspector by way of written representations.

If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you
consider this to be necessary:

N/A
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If you wish to be notified of future stages of plan preparation, please tick the

appropriate box(es) below.

Submission for Examination X Notify me by: (please tick)
Inspector’'s Report Publication X Post
Adoption X Email X

Please Note: The Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to

hear those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the

examination.

Signature: S Longstaff

Date: 13/09/2012
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Part B - Your representation

Please use a separate sheet for each representation.

Name/Organisation Steven Longstaff — England & Lyle Ltd

Q1.To which part of the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document does this
representation relate? (Spatial Principle, Sub Area Strategy or Core Policy)

Policy number (e.g. SP2, CRSS or CP8) CP6

Page/paragraph number(s)

Please note: Your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence
and supporting information necessary to fully support/justify the representation and
the suggested change, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make
further representations. After this stage, further submissions will be only at the
request of the Inspector, based on the matters and issues he/she identifies for
examination.

Q2. Do you consider the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document is...?

(a) Legally Yes No Don't X
compliant Know
(b) Sound Yes No X Don't
Know

If you answered ‘No’ to (a) or (b) above, please continue to Q3, otherwise continue to

Q5.

Q3. Do you consider the Core Strategy is unsound because it is not: (please refer to the
guidance notes)

(a) Justified X

(b) Effective

(c) Consistent with national policy

(d) Positively prepared

Please give details of why you consider the Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Document is not legally compliant or is unsound. Please be as precise as possible:

Our clients recognise the need to achieve a balanced housing stock that better meets local
needs and aspirations.

In terms of affordable housing, our client supports the recognition in the Policy CP6 that the
proposed percentages are only targets and subject to economic viability. However, there is a
major concern that the threshold for affordable housing is anything more than a single
dwelling. This approach will significantly damage the delivery of smaller sites particularly
within settlements unless a pragmatic approach to viability is taken. Furthermore, in a
predominately rural district, development of small sites makes a valuable contribution to the
housing supply.

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)
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Q4. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the Core Strategy
Proposed Submission Document legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test
you have identified at Q3 where this relates to soundness. You need to say why this
change will make the Core Strategy 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:

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Q5. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Core Strategy
Proposed Submission Document, please use the space below to set out your
comments:

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

If your representation is seeking a change to the Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Document, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the
examination?

No, | do not wish to participate at the oral examination X

Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination

If you have selected ‘No’, your representation(s) will still be considered by the
independent Planning Inspector by way of written representations.

If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you
consider this to be necessary:

N/A

If you wish to be notified of future stages of plan preparation, please tick the
appropriate box(es) below.

Submission for Examination X Notify me by: (please tick)

Inspector’'s Report Publication X Post |
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Adoption

[ x|

Please Note: The Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to

hear those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the

examination.

Signature:

S Longstaff

Date:

13/09/2012
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Introduction

These representations are made on behalf of our clients, Mr M Tennant and Mr T.
Milbank in response to the Richmondshire Local Plan Core Strategy Submission Draft
Consultation and in particular to an area of land to the south west of Newsham shown
in red on the attached plan and its role in respect of the delivery of high quality housing

over the plan period.

Representations to inform the Local Development Framework have been made in
relation to the site in 2008 and 2010. The suitability of the site for housing development
was assessed by the Council as part of the Strategic Housing and Employment Land

Availability Assessment (SHELAA) in 2009.

As part of the SHELAA, the site (ref: 148) was assessed as being able to accommodate 21
dwellings and as being ‘green,” which indicates the Assessment Panel think the site is
suitable for development. The site was also included in the 0 — 5 year housing land
supply as outlined in the SHELAA document. Our clients support the assessment of the
site undertaken in the SHELAA and would like to reiterate that in accordance with the
NPPF tests the site is deliverable as it is available now, offers a suitable location for

development now and is achievable in the first five years.

Having fully considered the Submission Draft we must comment as follows:

Spatial Principle SP1: Sub Areas

The approach set out by spatial principle SP1 and the focusing of development in the
principle settlements is accepted but our clients would object to the assertion that
development should be restricted in the North Richmondshire sub area to stop further
in migration and decrease pressures for cross boundary commuting. This approach is
clearly unsound and contrary to the aims of the National Planning Policy Framework

(NPPF) to significantly boost the supply of housing and deliver a wide choice of high
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quality homes, widen opportunities for home ownership and create sustainable,
inclusive and mixed communities. The Local Planning Authority must plan for its own

needs.
Spatial Principle SP2: Settlement Hierarchy

Our clients firmly support the identification of Newsham as a secondary service village in
a cluster with Ravensworth and Dalton. We would however suggest that the spatial
principle makes it explicit that development is appropriate in secondary service village

clusters to ensure existing services are maintained and supported.

Newsham has a number of existing facilities including a village hall, bus routes and a
public house and, as such, has an important role in providing services in this area of
North Richmondsire. It is clear that Newsham is a secondary service village and should

continue to be identified as such in the settlement hierarchy.

It is important that smaller service settlements are identified in the plan to ensure that
adequate development to support existing services is provided. This can only be

achieved by supporting further small scale development in locations such as Newsham.

Our client’s land at Moor Lane is an ideal site to bring forward for residential
development during the plan period to meet the spatial aims of this policy by providing
a small scale development which meets the needs of the locality and sustains the

existing facilities and the local community.
Spatial Principle SP3: Rural Sustainability

Our clients support the aims of this policy and particularly the promotion of appropriate
rural housing schemes to achieve sustainable communities. It is vital that the emerging
Local Plan supports the sustainability of existing settlements by allocating sites for

residential development of an appropriate scale.
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Spatial Principle SP4: Scale and Distribution of Housing Development

Our clients have concerns over the proposed housing numbers as they have been
revised down to 180 dwellings per annum from 200 dwellings per annum as set out in
the Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS). Notwithstanding the work undertaken by
Richmondshire District Council, the RSS still remains the most up to date and tested
evidence base for determining the housing requirement. Furthermore, latent demand
created by historic under delivery against the RSS requirements must be taken into

consideration when setting the proposed housing requirement.

The Annual Monitoring Reports from recent years confirm the net housing completions

for the last three years as follows:

Completions (Net) | No. under RSS|% of

Requirement (200 | Requirement
DPA) Delivered
2008/9
2009/10
2010/11

The Council acknowledges at Section 4.6.5 (Page 67) of the Core Strategy Submission
Draft that the North Yorkshire SHMA 2011 identifies that there is an estimated need for
260 affordable dwellings per annum over the next 5 years based on both the existing
and future demand. Notwithstanding this, the Core Strategy seeks only to make
provision for 180 dwellings (market & affordable) per annum over the plan period with
an affordable housing requirement, set out in draft Policy CP6 (Page 66), ranging

between 30 — 40% dependent upon the Sub Area.

The overall housing requirements (annual requirement for 180 dwellings) appears to be

based entirely on population estimates from this point forward and does not take into
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account the ‘pent up’ demand/need or ‘backlog’ for housing resulting from low levels of

affordable and market housing delivery over recent years.

The NYSHMA demonstrates, that taking into existing/immediate need (‘backlog’) and
future requirements for affordable housing, an average of 260 affordable dwellings per
annum would need to be delivered over the next 5 years. Once the backlog is cleared
the need would be for around 156 affordable dwellings per annum (net) — almost the
same as the total housing requirement being sought by the draft Local Plan Core

Strategy.

Presuming that 180 (net) new dwellings are delivered per annum and are complaint
with Policy CP6 (Providing Affordable Housing) in respect of affordable delivery , this will
amount to 71 affordable dwellings per annum which only 28.5% of the identified
affordable housing need for the next 5 years. If the affordable backlog were addressed,
180 dwellings per annum would only deliver 45% of the future affordable housing

requirement (net).

The Council’s Local Plan will not meet the full and objectively assessed needs of market
and affordable housing in the housing market area, it is therefore in conflict with

national policy and not positively prepared. It is therefore unsound.

There is no reasoned justification provided for the assertion ‘it is unlikely that new
development will ever met the demand for affordable housing’ (page 67). Moreover,
there is no evidence or justification that demonstrates that planning for a greater
number of houses to achieve greater amounts of affordable housing, or other
alternatives, would result in circumstances that would fundamentally conflict with the
policies within the National Planning Policy Framework. The Core Strategy is not justified

in this respect.
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The current approach is not consistent with the NPPF and does not actively seek to
boost housing supply or address the market and affordable housing needs. Therefore,
the Core Strategy Local Plan in its current form is not sound as it has not been positively

prepared and it is not consistent with national policy.

The proposed distribution of new housing is broadly supported by our clients and they
are pleased that the amount of development proposed in the North Richmondshire sub-
area has increased to 9% from the Core Strategy Preferred Options (July 2010).
However, we consider this should be increased further to ensure that settlements in the
North Richmondshire sub-area are supported by an appropriate level of development to

ensure existing services are maintained.

It is suggested that 5% of new dwellings should be located within the secondary service
villages throughout the plan period and our clients also support this increase. This
equates to a minimum of 110 dwellings (based on current requirements) to be located
within the North Richmondshire Service Villages of which Newsham is part of a cluster
with Dalton and Ravensworth. The provision within the policy of detailed figures on the
distribution of development is welcomed and firmly supported. However, these figures
should only act as a starting point and not unduly restrict an appropriate amount of

development coming forward on suitable sites within secondary service villages.

There are four Service Villages or clusters of villages in the North Richmondshire sub-
area and Newsham is part of a ‘cluster’ of three smaller villages, along with Dalton and
Ravensworth. Overall this suggests the need to deliver approximately 27 dwellings in
each Secondary Village within the sub-area. There is however no guidance on the
proposed distribution of housing within each cluster but our clients’ firm view would be
that these figures should remain flexible to allow appropriate levels of development to

come forward on individual sites.

If the Council are to deliver at least 110 new dwellings in the North Richmondshire

service villages across the plan period then suitable sufficient sites will have to be
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allocated through a review of the existing settlement limits in the emerging plan to
meet these targets. Whilst Newsham forms part of a cluster with Dalton and
Ravensworth, in our clients view the majority of development in this cluster should be
focused on Newsham as it is relatively sustainable as a settlement and is the least

constrained in planning terms for an appropriate level of development.

The SHELAA identifies our client’s site as a deliverable site with a notional capacity of 21
dwellings. A review of the SHELAA suggests that there are only three other sites within
the cluster identified as ‘green’ i.e. suitable, available and achievable. An assessment of
these sites and the suitability of them to accommodate the level of development

proposed in the cluster is undertaken below:

SHELAA site 173- OS Field Number 161, Ravensworth

This is the only site identified in the SHELAA as ‘green’ in Ravensworth and it is

suggested that it has a notional capacity of 12 dwelling.

We would seriously question the deliverability of this site given extremely sensitive
setting in planning terms. The site is located within the Ravensworth Conservation Area,
an Area of Great Landscape Value and is adjacent to the remains of Ravensworth Castle
which is a Scheduled Ancient Monument. These represent significant constraints on the
development of this site and these issues have not been fully assessed as part of the

SHELAA.

SHELAA site 101 — Part field on the south side of Hill Lane, Dalton

This is one of two sites identified as ‘green’ in the SHELAA in Dalton. The site has a

suggested capacity of 42 units.

The suitability of development on this site is questionable as it would not fit well with

the existing settlement pattern and form which focuses around the village core.
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Furthermore, the site bounds the Dalton Conservation Area. The site is also located
within an area of Great Landscape Value and highly visible from the key vantage points

within the surrounding landscape.

Dalton has the least amount of services and is the smallest settlement in the cluster and,

as such, should receive the least amount of development as it is the least sustainable.

SHELAA site 51 — Town Head Field, Dalton

This is only a small site with capacity for 3 dwellings. The SHELAA suggests that the site

is already within the settlement boundary for Dalton.

Newsham should be the focus of development in the cluster, it is a sustainable
settlement with a number of existing services and the most appropriate for further
housing development. Our clients’ site at Moor Lane is the least constrained and
provides the ideal opportunity to deliver a small scale residential development to meet

the proposed targets and spatial strategy outlined in the Local Plan Core Strategy.
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North Richmondshire Spatial Strategy (NRSS)

Our clients support the recognition in the North Richmondshire Spatial Strategy that
some level of development may be acceptable to support the role of the sub-area.
However, the proposed level of development must be sufficient to support existing
settlements and ensure sustainable communities are maintained. It is vital that the
emerging Local Plan supports the sustainability of existing settlements and gives
confidence to developers by allocating sites for residential development of an

appropriate scale.

To ensure that this is the central aim of the NRSS, our clients would suggest that the

wording of the policy is amended to state:

“in the secondary service villages of Newsham — Ravensworth — Dalton (Cluster), Eppleby
— Caldwell — Aldbrough (Cluster), North Cowton and Gilling West:

e Small scale and a modest level of development will be acceptable where it

supports the social and economic needs and sustainability of the local

community”.
Core Policy CPO: Planning Positively

Our clients support the inclusion of Core Policy CPO in the Core Strategy which reflects

guidance in NPPF concerning the presumption in favour of sustainable development.
Core Policy CP1: Responding to Climate Change
Our clients would raise significant concerns of the effect of Policy CP1 on the viability of

new housing schemes particularly the requirement for Code for Sustainable Homes

Level 4.
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Core Policy CP2: Achieving Sustainable Development

Core Policy CP2 is in generally conformity with the National Planning Policy Framework

and, as such, is supported.
Core Policy CP3: Supporting the Settlement Hierarchy

The proposed settlement hierarchy is supported by our clients and they firmly support
the inclusion of Newsham as part of a secondary service village cluster. Detailed

representations have been made above in respect of Spatial Principle SP2.

They also fully support the confirmation in Core Policy CP3 that appropriate
development will be supported within or adjacent to each settlement’s development

limits to secure the sustainability of each settlement in the hierarchy.

Core Policy CP4: Supporting Sites for Development

Our clients fully supports the approach outlined in Core Policy CP4 which recognises that
there is a need to bring forward development on appropriate sites in the short term and
accept that this should be undertaken in accordance with the proposed settlement

hierarchy and distribution of development.
Core Policy CP5: Providing a Housing Mix

The requirements of Core Policy CP5 present a number of concerns and we would object
to the policy in its current form. Whilst it is acknowledged that a range of dwellings
should be provided to meet the identified needs of the District, there should be
appropriate flexibility to take account of market considerations and the need to deliver

housing.
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It is our client’s view that the dwelling mix in terms of type and tenure of a development
should be left to the market to decide. The proposed approach could have significant
impact on the viability of many schemes and interfering in the market other than to

specifically deliver affordable housing should be avoided.
Policy CP6: Providing Affordable Housing

Our clients recognise the need to achieve a balanced housing stock that better meets

local needs and aspirations.

In terms of affordable housing, our client supports the recognition in the Policy CP6 that
the proposed percentages are only targets and subject to economic viability. However,
there is a major concern that the threshold for affordable housing is anything more than
a single dwelling. This approach will significantly damage the delivery of smaller sites
particularly within settlements unless a pragmatic approach to viability is taken.
Furthermore, in a predominately rural district, development of small sites makes a

valuable contribution to the housing supply.
Summary

Our clients generally support the proposed distribution of development and settlement
hierarchy welcoming the inclusion of Newsham as part of a Secondary Service Village

cluster in the North Richmondshire sub-area.

However, the proposed housing requirement is not consistent with the NPPF and does
not actively seek to boost housing supply or address the market and affordable housing
needs. Therefore, the Core Strategy Local Plan in its current form cannot be considered

as sound as it has not been positively prepared and is not consistent with national

policy.

10
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Richmondshire District Council
Local Plan Core Strategy
Proposed Submission
August 2012
Representations Form

Please read the quidance notes before completing this form

This form comprises two parts:
Part A: Personal details
Part B: Your representation(s)

Both Part A and Part B of this form need to be completed in order for your representation(s) to
be valid. Please complete a separate sheet (Part B) for each representation you wish to
make. Further copies of this form can be downloaded from
www.richmondshire.gov.uk/localplan.aspx . You do not need to fill out Part A for each
representation, provided that all representations made are securely attached.

Your completed form must be returned to the following address to reach us no later than 4pm
on Friday 14 September 2012:

Planning Policy, Richmondshire District Council, Swale House, Frenchgate,
Richmond, DL10 4JE

Alternatively, you can email: localplan@richmondshire.gov.uk and submit this form as an
attachment.

Please note, all representations will be made available for public inspection on our website
www.richmondshire.gov.uk/localplan.aspx with personal details (i.e. email address, telephone
number and signature) removed.

Part A — Personal details

Your Details Agent's Details
Title Mr Miss
First name Michael Tessa
Last name Corner Barber
Job title (if applicable) Planner
Work/organisation (if England & Lyle Ltd
applicable)
Address Gateway House
C/0 Agent 55 Coniscliffe Road
Darlington
Postcode DL3 7EH
Telephone No. (01325) 469236
Email address info@england-lyle.co.uk
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Part B - Your representation

Please use a separate sheet for each representation.

Name/Organisation

England & Lyle Ltd

Q1.To which part of the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document does this
representation relate? (Spatial Principle, Sub Area Strategy or Core Policy)

Policy number (e.g. SP2, CRSS or CP8)

Spatial Principles— Policy SP4
Scale and Distribution and Housing

Page/paragraph number(s)

Page 23 - 25

Please note: Your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence
and supporting information necessary to fully support/justify the representation and
the suggested change, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make
further representations. After this stage, further submissions will be only at the

request of the Inspector, based on the matters and issues he/she identifies for

examination.

Q2. Do you consider the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document is...?

(a) Legally Yes No Don't X
compliant Know
{b) Sound Yes No X Don't

Know

If you answered ‘No’ to (a) or (b) above, please continue to Q3, otherwise continue to

Q5.

Q3. Do you consider the Core Strategy is unsound because it is not: (please refer to the

guidance notes)

(a) Justified X
(b) Effective

(c) Consistent with national policy X
(d) Positively prepared X

Please give details of why you consider the Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Document is not legally compliant or is unsound. Please be as precise as possible:

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)
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Q4. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the Core Strategy
Proposed Submission Document legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test
you have identified at Q3 where this relates to soundness. You need to say why this
change will make the Core Strategy 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:

It is our view that the housing requirements/targets set out in Policy SP4 should be increase to
approximately 600 dwellings for the first 5 years of the plan (to address the affordable housing
backlog) and thereafter 347 dwellings per annum for the remainder of the plan period to address

affordable and market needs.

The suggested quantum of development, coupled with the affordable housing requirement, as set out
in Policy CP6 (Providing Affordable Housing), will allow for the Core Strategy to meet the full,
objectively assessed needs for market and affordable housing in the housing market area in a manner

which is consistent with the policies set out in the National Planning Policy Framework,

Given the key role of Primary Service Villages in the delivery of the Council’s Strategic Objectives we
would suggest that areas of growth/key sites within Primary Service Villages are also identified in the
Core Strategy. This approach would be consistent with Paragraph 47 (Bullet Point 1) of the NPPF
which requires local planning authorities to ‘boost significantly the supply of housing’ in a number of

ways, including:-

‘use their evidence base to ensure that their Local Plan meets the full, objectively assessed

needs of market and affordable housing in the housing market area, as far as consistent with

the policies set out in this Framework, including key sites which are critical to the delivery of
the housing strategy over the plan period’ (Paragraph 47 NPPF (2012)

The provision of such areas of growth of specific sites will provide certainty within the market and
reduce the prospect of speculative development proposals in inappropriate locations or no

development proposals at all.

The land owned by Mr Corner at Barton (see below) provides an opportunity to address local market
and affordable housing need, safeguard and enhance existing services and facilities by way of
increased use and provide a genuine opportunity to safeguard and enhance local quality of life,
enhance the local environment and enhance the historic characteristics and qualities of the

settlement.
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Mindful of the scale of development that will be apportioned to Primary Service Villages in North
Richmondshire in the emerging Core Strategy, it is our view that this sites, as attached, represent the
most suitable and deliverable site (in environmental, historic, visual and sustainable terms) in Barton
for development that will bolster and enhance its role of the village as a Primary Service Village to
serve its wider rural catchment.

In addition, to the delivery of housing to assist in safeguarding and enhancing the existing services
and facilities in the village by way of a slightly increased population, the site offers an opportunity to
assist in addressing a number of longstanding local issues as well as bringing wider community

benefits to the village and a considerable contribution towards affordable housing needs.

The development of the site would accord with the aspirations and details of the North

Richmondshire Spatial Strategy (NRSS) and all other relevant proposed Core Policies.

The above-mentioned approach will ensure that the Core Strategy Local Plan is:-

Positively Prepared — The proposals will set out a strategy which seeks to meet the objectively
assessed development and infrastructure requirements of the plan area including tackling the

significant affordable housing shortfalls of the District.

Justified — The above-mentioned proposal would be the most appropriate strategy by providing
significant amounts of development land, across a range of relatively unconstrained sites, providing

the right amount of development to meet the identified need of the plan area.
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The proposed approach of the Council to affordable and market housing delivery has not evolved
through a thorough assessment of alternatives. The Core Strategy submission draft provides no logical
justification, having regard to national planning policy, why any approach other than meeting the full

and identified needs of the plan area should be adopted.

Effective — The land and quantum of development suggested above will assist in meeting the
identified development needs of the District in a viable and deliverable manner in the short to

medium term.

Consistent with National Policy - the amount of housing development suggested above will ensure
that the Local Plan meets the full, objectively assessed needs for market and affordable housing in the

housing market area (Paragraph 47 of the NPPF).

Moreover, the delivery of significant (larger) scale of development at Catterick Garrison (the main
Principal Town for development) and in turn the Primary and Secondary Service Villages, in our
professional view, will fully accord with the policies set out within the National Planning Policy

Framework, in particular, in respect of delivering a wide choice of high quality homes.

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Q5. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Core Strategy
Proposed Submission Document, please use the space below to set out your
comments:

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)
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If your representation is seeking a change to the Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Document, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the
examination?

No, | do not wish to participate at the oral examination X

Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination

If you have selected ‘No’, your representation(s) will still be considered by the
independent Planning Inspector by way of written representations.

If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you
consider this to be necessary:

If you wish to be notified of future stages of plan preparation, please tick the
appropriate box(es) below.

Submission for Examination X Notify me by: (please tick)
Inspector's Report Publication X Post
Adoption X Email X

Please Note: The Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to
hear those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the
examination.

Signature: T Barber

Date: 14/09/2012
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Richmondshire District Council
Local Plan Core Strategy
Proposed Submission
August 2012
Representations Form

Please read the guidance notes before completing this form

This form comprises two parts:
Part A: Personal details
Part B: Your representation(s)

Both Part A and Part B of this form need to be completed in order for your representation(s) to
be valid. Please complete a separate sheet (Part B) for each representation you wish to
make. Further copies of this form can be downloaded from
www.richmondshire.gov.uk/localplan.aspx . You do not need to fill out Part A for each
representation, provided that all representations made are securely attached.

Your completed form must be returned to the following address to reach us no later than 4pm
on Friday 14 September 2012:

Planning Policy, Richmondshire District Council, Swale House, Frenchgate,
Richmond, DL10 4JE

Alternatively, you can email: Jocalplan@richmondshire.gov.uk and submit this form as an
attachment.

Please note, all representations will be made available for public inspection on our website
www.richmondshire.gov.uk/localplan.aspx with personal details (i.e. email address, telephone
number and signature) removed.

Part A — Personal details

Your Details Agent’s Details
Title Mr
First name Darren
Last name Hendley
Job title (if applicable) Principal Planning Consultant
Work/organisation (if Arcus Renewable Energy
applicable) Consulting Ltd
Address 2F Swinegate Court East
3 Swinegate
York
Postcode YO1 8AJ
Telephone No. 01904 715470
Email address darrenh@arcusrenewables.co.uk
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Part B - Your representation

Please use a separate sheet for each representation.

Name/Organisation : .| Darren Hendley/Arcus Renewable Energy
N ' Consulting Lid

Q1.To which part of the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document does this
representatlon relate? (Spatlal Prmcrple Sub Area Strategy or Core Po[rcy}

Pollcy number (e g SP2 CRSS or CPS) SP3 Rural Sustamablllty

Pagelparagraph number(s) - . | Page 22

Please note: Your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence
and supporting information necessary to fully support/justify the representation and
the suggested change, as there will not normally be a subsequent opporfunity o make
further representations. After this stage, further submissions will be only at the
request of the Inspector, based on the matiers and issues he/she identifies for
examination,

QZ Do you consu:ierthe Core Strategy Proposed Submlssmn Document is...?

(a) Legai!y | Yes «j No Dont

comphant D ' . Know

(b) Sound | Yes \‘ No - Don't
B ' Know

If you answered ‘No’ to (a) or {b) above, please contmue to @3, otherwise continue to
Q5.

Q3. Do you consider the Core Strategy is unsound because it is not: (please refer to the
gu:dance notes)

{a) Justified -

{b) Effective

(c) Consistent with national policy

(d) Positively prepared

Please give details of why you consider the Core Sfrategy Proposed Submission
Document is not legally compliant or is unsound. Please be as precise as possible:

{Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)
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Q4. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the Core Strategy
Proposed Submission Document legally compliant or sound, havzng regard to the test
you have identified at Q3 where this relates to soundness. You need to say why this
change will make the Core Strategy legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you
are ahle to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please
be as precise as possible:

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Q5. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Core Strategy
Proposed Submission Document, please use the space below to set out your
comments

Core Policy SP3: Rural Sustainability recognises that renewable energy generation and
associated technologies is to be promoted in order to protect and enhance its environmental
assets and character, and sustaining the social and economic fabric of the communities of
Richmondshire.

Core Policy SP3 also recognises the economic role that renewable energy development has
in respect of moving to a low carbon economy, which also is consistent with advice given in
the NPPF. Renewable energy is increasingly playing an important role in the ecenomy, which
has been recognised by Department of Business Innovation and Skills report Low Carbon
Environmental Goods and Services ("LCEGS") Report for 2010/11 (2012) which states
94,157 were employed in the wind energy industry in the UK, of which 6,689 people were
employed in Yorkshire and the Humber. As well as providing employment, renewable energy
also has a valuable economic role by providing a valuable income for landowners, which can
be reinvested back in the local rural economy.

Core Policy SP3 is therefore supported as it recognizes the key role that planning policy has
in supporting renewable energy. Core Policy SP3 is therefore consistent with the National
Planning Policy Framework (2012) Core Policy SP3 is therefore considered sound and
legally compliant.

! Department for Business, Innovation and Skills, Low Carbon Environmental Goods and Services Report for
2010/2011 (2012), available on line hitp://www.bis.gov.uk/assets/biscore/business-sectors/docs/I/12-p1 43-low-
carbon-environmental-gocds-and-services-2010-11

? Department for Communities and Local Government, National Planning Palicy Framewark, 2012. Available on line:
hitp:/fwww.communities.gov.uk/documents/planningandbuilding/pdff2116950. pdf
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If your representation is seeking a change to the Core Strategy Proposed Submission .
Document, do you consu:ler it necessary to partlmpate at the oral part of the

examination?

: No | do not W|sh to partzmpate at the oral exammat[on

v

Yes | W|sh to pamclpate at the oral examlnatlon

If you have selected ‘No’, your representation(s) will still be considered by the
independent Planning Inspector by way of written representations.

if you wish to participate at the oral part of the examinatson, piease Gutlme why you

cons:der thls to be necessary:

If you wish to be notified of future stages of plan preparation, please tick the

appropriate box(es) below.

Submission for Examination y Notify me by: (please tick)
Inspector's Report Publication y FPost
Adoption y Email \1

Please Note: The Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to
hear those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the

examination.

Signature:

Date:

14/08/2012
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Part B - Your representation

Please use a separate sheet for each representation.

Name/Organisation PR L " | Darren Hendley/Arcus Renewable Energy
REPRE RN o ' Consulting Ltd

Q1.To which part of the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document does this
representatlon relate‘? (Spatlal Prlnc:lple Sub Area Strategy or Core Polscy)

Pollcy number (e g SP2 CRSS or CP8) Pollcy CP1 Respond:ng to Cllrnate Change

F’agelparagraph number(s) ;' | Pages 52-58

Please note: Your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence
and supporting information necessary to fully support/justify the representation and
the suggested change, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make
further representations. After this stage, further submissions will be only at the

request of the Inspector, based on the matters and issues he/she identifies for
examination.

Q2 Do you conszderthe Core Strategy Proposed Submnssnon Document is...?

@legaly . [Ves No 3 Don't
oompllant ' = Know
(b) Sound T I Yes _ No E Dot

N P L Know

.If you answered ‘No to (a) or (b) above, please continue to Q3, otherwise contlnue to
Q5.

Q3. Do you consider the Core Strategy is unsound because |t is not (please refer to the
gmdance notes) .

(a) Just;f‘ ed

(b) Effeciive

(c) Consistent with nattonal polzcy

P I P R

(d) Positively prepared

Please give details of why you consider the Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Document is not legally compliant or is unsound. Please be as precise as possible;

Policy CP1 Part 1: Supporting Renewable Energy and Low Carbon Energy

Pari 1 b. of Policy CP1 requires that there will be no significant adverse effects on visual
receptors and landscape character, particularly in relation to cumulative effects, in order to
support and encourage the generation of renewable and low carbon energy. Core Policy CP1
states this is based on document 'Managing Landscape Change; Renewable & Low Carbon
Energy-A Sensitivity Framework of North Yorkshire and York (2012)

The requirement to demonstrate no adverse effects in respect of these landscape and visual
issues goes further than the guidance as set in the NPPF paragraph 97, states

"Local Planning Authorities design their policies to maximise renewable and low carbon
development while ensuring that adverse impact are addressed safisfactorily, including

# AECOM Environment, Managing Landscape Change: Renewable & Low Carbon Energy-A Sensitivity Framework of
Nerth Yorkshire and York, 2012, Available on line hitp://mww.northyorks.gov.uk/CHitpHandler,ashx ?id=185688&p=0
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cumtilative fandscape and visual impacts”.

NPPF paragraph 97 reflects the need, in the planning balance, to consider other planning
considerations and apportion weight accordingly, where visual or landscape issues, including
cumulative impact, arise. Thus, even where there may be adverse visual, landscape or
cumulative issues, a development may still be acceptable, if outweighed by other
considerations.

This is highly relevant in the case of renewable energy and low carbon development in
particular because there is the need to consider the compelling need to combat climate
change and increase instalied renewable energy capacity. This is set out in national planning
guidance through the NPPF and the National Policy Statements on Energy (“EN—1")‘1 and
Renewable Energy (“EN-3”)5. it is also set out through energy policy and legislation, including
the Climate Change Act (2008)"5 which sets out legally binding targets for the reduction of
carbon emissions.

The woerding of Core Palicy CP1 does not allow such a balancing exercise to occur between
the need to provide installed renewable energy capacity, and landscape and visual issues.

Paragraph 4.1.8 of the supporting text to Core Policy CP1 goes onto state that potential for
larger scale technologies and muitiple schemes are conpstrained, because of the landscape
and visual issues in Richmondshire. This is clearly negatively worded and conflicts with
paragraph 97 of the NPPF which requires

*Local Planning Authorities fo have & positive strafegy fo promote energy from renewable and
low carbon sources”.

Part 1. a. of Core Policy CP3, which makes reference to the opportunities identified for
renewable energy and low carbon development in the Richmondshire Local Renewable and
Low Carbon Energy Capacity Study (2012)? ("the Capacity Study™). The Capacity Study
identifies that Richmondshire has significant potential for renewable energy and low carbon
development of 112.9 Megawatts (“MW"), of which 85 MV is commercial wind. Core policy
Part 1.b. is therefore inconsistent and much more restrictive on landscape and visual issues
than Part 1.a and the Capacity Study.

Similarly Core Policies CP3: Rural Sustainability and CP7; Promoting a Sustainable Economy
are much more positive to renewable energy and low carbon development than the restrictive
landscape and visual approach taken under Core Policy CP1 Part 1.b.

The restrictive nature of the policy in respect of landscape and visual considerations is also
considered to ultimately limit the support Richmondshire can give to supporting renewable
and low carbon energy and thus would not be effective.

The wording is therefore neither consistent with national policy, effective, justified or positively
prepared, and thus is unsound.

The Yorkshire and Humber Plan Regional Spatial Strategy to 2026 (May 2(308)8 (“the RS8"
Policy ENVS: Energy identifies a clear need to increase and maximise renewable energy
capacity in the region. The Capacity Study acknowledges that Richmondshire has the iowest
installed renewable energy capacity in the region. The restrictive landscape and visual

4 Cepartment of Energy and Climate Change, Overarching National Policy Statement for Energy (EN-1), 2011,
Available online at http:/fwww.decc.gov.ukfassets/decc/11/meeting-energy-demand/consents-
Elanninglnpszm 1/1938-overarching-nps-for-energy-ent.pdf

Department of Energy and Climate Change, National Policy Statement for Renewable Energy Infrastructure (EN-3)
~ Version for Approval, 2011  Available online at  hitp:/ffwww.decc.gov.uk/assets/dece/1 1/meeting-energy-
demand/consents-planning/nps2011/1940-nps-renewable-energy-en3.pdf
5 Climate Change Act 2008, Climate Change Act 2008, HMSO
7 AECOM, Richmondshire Local Plan Renewable and Low Carbon Energy Study, 2012, Available on line
hitp://www.richmondshire.gov.uk/pdf/Renewable%20and %20Low% 20Carbon% 20Energy%20Study%20LQ.pdf
¥ Government Office for Yorkshire and the Humber, Yorkshire and Humber Plan, Regional Spatial Strategy to 2026,
2008, Government Office for Yorkshire and the Humber
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approach under Core Policy CP1 part 1.b is not considered o conform to Policy ENVS5,
especially with the low contribution Richmondshire is making to the region in respect of
installed renewable energy capacity. The policy does not conform with either the NPPF or the
NPS, as national policy, orthe RSS, and as such, Core Policy 1 is not legally compliant.

Policy CP1 Part 3. Climate Change Adaptation

Part 3 of Policy CP1 sets out how developers are expected to design their developments to
be adaptable to climate change. Part 3 of Policy CP1 however does not contain any
requirement for developers to have regard to incorporating renewable energy and low carbon
technology in their developments. The exclusion of renewable energy and low carbon
technology is considered not to be justified, given the point of the policy is to ensure that new
developments are adaptable to climate change. This is also not consistent with National
Policy as the NPPF which requires LPAs to plan for new development in ways which reduce
greenhouse gas emissions.

The exclusion of renewable and low carbon energy fechnology under Part 3 is also
considered inconsistent with Part 2: Ensuring Carbon Savings of Policy CP1. Part 2 requires
all new residential development to meet Code for Sustainable Homes Level 4; all new non-
residential development of 1000 sq m flocrspace to meet BREEAM very good standards; and
all new residential development of ten dwellings or more and non-residential development of
1000 sq m floorspace to submit an Energy Statement. The exclusion of renewable and low
carbon energy technology would thus undermine the effectiveness of Part 2 of the policy.

The wording is therefore neither consistent with national policy, effective, or justified, and thus
is unsound.

The exclusion of renewable and low carbon energy technology is also inconsisient with RSS
Policy ENV5: Energy which reguires all new developmenis of 10 dwellings of 1000 sq m of
non-residential floorspace to secure at least 10% of their energy from decentralised and
renewable or low carbon sources. The policy does not conform with either the NPPF or the
NPS, as national policy, or the RS8S, and as such, Core Policy 1 is not legally compliant.

As technology is advancing, is it less onerous on developers to include renewable and low
carbon technology in their developments. For example technology, including the use of GIS
based software, has enabled hydropower now to be used {o increase carbon savings and {o
assess more easily and cost effectively the potential for incorporating hydropower in
developments (carried out by Arcus Renewable Energy Consulting Lid).
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Q4. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the Core Strategy
Proposed Submission Document legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test
you have identified at Q3 where this relates to soundness. You need to say why this
change will make the Core Strategy 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:

Amend Core Policy CP1 1.b. to read as follows:

"b. demonstrates that the benefits of renewable and low carbon energy outweigh any
significant adverse effects on visual recepfors or landscape character (particularly in relation
fo cumulative impacts or impacts in the Nafional Parks and Areas of Qutstanding Natural
Beauty arising from intervisibility),and"

Amend Core Policy CP3 to include the additional criteria:

“a. How developrment will be designed to secure energy from decentralised and renewable or
low carbon sources.”

Q5. if you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Core Strategy
Proposed Submission Document, please use the space below to set out your
comments: B ’

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)
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If your representation is seeking a change to the Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Document, do you consuder |t necessary to partlmpate at the oral palt of the '

examination? -

No, | do not w;sh to pamcspate atthe oral exammatlon _

\I .

Yes l W|sh to pammpate at the ora[ examsnat[on

If you have selected ‘No’, your representation{s) will still be considered by the
independent Planning Inspector by way of written representations.

If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examlnatlon please outhne why you

consuder thls to be necessary:

If you wish to be notified of future stages of plan preparatlon, {ease tick the

appropriate box{es) below,

Submission for Examination y Notify me by: (please tick)
Inspector's Report Publication v Post
Adoption v Email *J

Please Note: The Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to
hear those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the

examination.

Signature;

Date:

14/09/2012
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Part B - Your representation

Please use a separate sheet for each representation.

Name/Qrganisation Darren Hendley/Arcus Renewable Energy
Consulting Ltd

Q1.To which part of the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document does this
representation relate? (Spatial Principle, Sub Area Strategy or Core Policy)

Policy number (e.g. SP2, CRSS or CP8) | Core Policy CP7 Promoting a Sustainable
S : : - Economy

Pagelparagrabh number(s) ' Pages 69-71

Please note: Your representation should cover succinctly ali the information, evidence
and supporting information necessary to fully support/justify the representation and
the suggested change, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make
further representations. After this stage, further submissions will be only at the
request of the Inspector, based on the matiers and issues he/she identifies for
examination.

Q2. Do you consider the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document is...?

(a) Legally Yes *J No Don't
compliant Know
(b) Sound | Yes N No Don't

Know

If you answered ‘No’ to (a) or (b) above, please continue to Q3, otherwise continue to
Qs.

Q3. Do you consider the Core Strategy is unsound because it is not: (please refer to the
guidance notes)

{a) Justified

(b) Effective

(¢) Consistent with national policy

(d) Positively prepared

Please give details of why you consider the Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Document is not legally compliant or is unsound. Please be as precise as possible:

{Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)
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Q4. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the Core Strategy -
Proposed Submission Document legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test
you have identified at Q3 where this relates to soundness. You need to say why this
change will make the Core Strategy Iegakiy compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you
are able to put forward your suggested revzsed word:ng of any po[:cy or text Please
be as prec:lse as possible:

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Q5. If you wish to support the legal cempliance or scundness of the Core Strategy
Proposed Submission Document, please use the space below to set out your
comments:

Core Policy CP7 d. sets out that green, renewable and low carbon industries will be
supported in order o develop and sustain the economy of Richmondshire. The supporting
text to the policy in paragraph 4.7.8 recognises that the development of green, renewable and
low carbon industries are key to the achievement of rural sustainability and the objectives of
the Core Strategy. This is accordance with work carried out by the former Regional
Development Agency, Yorkshire Forward® which identified these industries were fundamental
to the creation of sustainable settlements.

Core Policy SP7 is thus supported as it recognises the key role that planning policy has in
supporting renewable industries and the move to a low carbon economy. This is identified by
the NPPF paragraph 7 as part of the environmental role of sustainable development. Core
Policy SP7 is therefore considered sound and legally compliant.

% Arup, Low Carbon Rural Capitals Scoping Study, 2008, TSO
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If your representation is seeking a change to the Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Document, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the

examination?

No, | do not w;sh to participate at the oral examination

_\f

Yes, | wish t_o participate at the oral examination

If you have selected ‘No’, your representation(s) will still be considered by the
independent Planning Inspector by way of written representations.

If you wish to participate at the oral part of the exammatson please outline why you

consider this to be necessary:

if you wish to be notified of future stages of plan preparation, please tick the

appropriate box(es) below.

Submission for Examination v Notify me by: (please tick)
Inspector's Report Publication v Post
Adoption \i Email V'

Please Note: The Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to
hear those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the

examination.

Signature:

Date:

14/09/2012
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Part B - Your representation

Please use a separate sheet for each representation.

Name/Organisation Darren Hendley/Arcus Renewable Energy
Lo Consulting Litd

Q1.To which part of the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Doecument does this
representatlon relate? (Spatlal Prlnmple Sub Area Strategy or Core Policy)

Pollcy number (e.q. SP2 CRSS or CPB) | Core Policy CP8 Achlevmg Rural Sustainability

Pagelparagraph nurnber(s) S | Pages 72-73

Please note: Your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence
and supporting information necessary to fully support/justify the representation and
the suggested change, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make
further representations. After this stage, further submissions will be only at the
request of the Inspector, based on the matters and issues he/she identifies for
examination,

Q2. Do you consider the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document is...?

(a) Legally Yes No wf Don't
compliant Know
(b) S.oun.d Yes No w’ Don't

Know

If you answered ‘No’ to (a) or (b} above, please continue to Q3, otherwise continue to
Q5.

Q3. Do you consider the Core Strategy is unsound because it is not: (please refer to the
guldance notes)

(a) Justified

(b) Effective

(c) Consistent with national policy

< ] L L]

(d) Positively prepared

Please give details of why you consider the Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Document is not legally compliant or is unsound. Please be as precise as possible:

Core Policy CP8 Part 1. h. limits the support given to renewable energy to small scale
projects only.

Limiting support to small scale projects only is entirely contrary to paragraph 87 of the NPPF
which requires

“Local Planning Authorities fo have a positive strategy to promofe energy from renewable and
low carbon sources”,

The NPPF makes no reference to the need to potentially limit the size of renewable energy
development. Rather it requires in paragraph 97 for LPAs to:

“design their policies to maximise renewable and low carbon energy development whilst
ensuring that adverse impacts are addressed satisfactorily, including cumulative landscape
and visual impacts”.
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There is a need to consider the compelling need to increase installed renewable energy
capacity against adverse environmental considerations; this does not amount to a wholesale
rural restriction of renewable energy projects to small scale developments anly.

National Policy Statements EN-1 and EN-3 are also clear that, given the need to significantly
increase installed renewable energy capacity, such developments cannot be limited to small
scale projects. EN-1 is clear on Central Government’s view on this:

“the Government is commiited fo increasing dramatically the amount of renewable generation
capacity....much of this is likely to be onshore and offshore wind.”

EN-3 is explicit about the need for large scale projects:

"Electricity generation from renewable sources of energy is an important element in the
Government’s fransition fo a low-carbon economy. There are ambitious renewable energy
targets in place and a significant increase in generation from large-scale renewable energy
infrastructure is necessary”,

The NPPF is clear that national policy statements are material considerations; therefore, they
cannot be ignored in policy making.

The Energy Opportunities Map which forms part of the Capacity Study clearly identifies areas
that are capable of accommodating more than ‘small scale’ renewable energy projects, The
Capacity Study also makes it clear that the Energy Opportunities Map should not preclude
potential developments outside of the areas shown on the map. Core Policy CP1 Part 1 a.
supports and encourages the generation of renewable and low carbon energy that responds
to the Capacity Study. Core Policy CP8 Part 1. h. is therefore clearly inconsistent with Core
Policy Part 1 a, and the Capacity Study which ultimately underpins the renewable energy
planning policies in the Core Strategy.

In practice, in particular medium and large scale wind turbines have to be located in rural
areas. Principally, wind turbines need a location which has the following:

Suitable wind speed;

~Free from obstruction that would affect wind flow;

-Large amount of available land (turbines will generally require an area in the region of up to -
6 times the rotor diameter by 4 times the rotor diameter);

-Suitable road network for turbine component deliveries;

-Suitable ground conditions to support the structures;

-Availability of grid connection; and

-Suitable separation from residential property to avoid noise effects.

An urban environment would commonly not be appropriate predominately from a space and
wind flow perspective. A rural location in practice is the cnly appropriate location for medium
and large scale wind.

The wording of CP8 is therefore neither consistent with national policy, effective, justified or
positively prepared, and thus is unsound.

RSS Policy ENV3: Energy is clear there is a need to increase and maximise renewable
energy capacity in the region. Restricting renewable energy projects to small scale would not
have regard to this RSS policy. The policy does not conform with either the NPPF or the NPS,
as national policy, or the RSS, and as such Core Policy 1 is not legally compliant.
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Q4. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the Core Strategy
Proposed Submission Document legally compliant or sound having regard to the test
you have identified at Q3 where this relates to soundness. You need to say why this
change will make the Core Strategy legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you
are able to put forward your suggested revised word[ng of any pollcy or text, Please
be as precise as possible:

Amend Core Policy CP8 1.h. be deleting 'small scale’, so it would read as follows:

“h. renewable energy projects and businesses to serve the industry;”

Q5. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Core Strategy
Proposed Submission Document, please use the space below to set out your
comments:
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If your representation is seeking a change to the Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Document, do you . cons:der |t necessary to parﬂ(:lpate at the oral part of the
examination? o

No, | do not wish to partlc;pate at the oral examlnatlon . \/

Yes, | wlsh to partlclpate at the oral exammatson '

If you have selected ‘No’, your representation(s) wil! still be considered by the
independent Planning Inspector by way of written representations.

If you wish to participate at the oral part of the exammatlon, please outlme why you
consider this to be necessary .

If you wish to be notified of future stages of plan preparatlon please tick the
appropriate box{es) below.

Submission for Examination «J Notify me by: (please tick)
inspector's Report Publication \! Post
Adoption *! Email J

Please Note: The Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure fo adopt to
hear those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the
examination.

Signature:

Date: - 1470972012
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Richmondshire District Council
Local Plan Core Strategy
Proposed Submission
August 2012
Representations Form

Please read the quidance notes before completing this form

This form comprises two parts:
Part A: Personal details
Part B: Your representation(s)

Both Part A and Part B of this form need to be completed in order for your representation(s) to
be valid. Please complete a separate sheet (Part B) for each representation you wish to
make. Further copies of this form can be downloaded from
www.richmondshire.gov.uk/localplan.aspx . You do not need to fill out Part A for each
representation, provided that all representations made are securely attached.

Your completed form must be returned to the following address to reach us no later than 4pm
on Friday 14 September 2012:

Planning Policy, Richmondshire District Council, Swale House, Frenchgate,
Richmond, DL10 4JE

Alternatively, you can email: Jocalplan@richmondshire.gov.uk and submit this form as an
attachment.

Please note, all representations will be made available for public inspection on our website
www.richmondshire.gov.uk/localplan.aspx with personal details (i.e. email address, telephone
number and signature) removed.

Part A — Personal details

Your Details Agent’s Details

Title Mr
First name Alban
Last name Cassidy
Job title (if applicable) Director
Work/organisation (if Middleham Homes Cassidy + Ashton Group Ltd
applicable)
Address c/o Agent 7 East Cliff

Preston

Lancashire
Postcode PR1 OSE
Telephone No. 01772 258356
Email address albancassidy@cassidyashton.co.uk




http://www.richmondshire.gov.uk/localplan.aspx

mailto:localplan@richmondshire.gov.uk

http://www.richmondshire.gov.uk/localplan.aspx
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Part B - Your representation

Please use a separate sheet for each representation.

Name/Organisation Middleham Homes

Q1.To which part of the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document does this
representation relate? (Spatial Principle,)

Policy number (e.g. SP2, CRSS or CP8) SP4

Page/paragraph number(s) p. 23-24

Please note: Your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence
and supporting information necessary to fully support/justify the representation and
the suggested change, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make
further representations. After this stage, further submissions will be only at the
request of the Inspector, based on the matters and issues he/she identifies for
examination.

Q2. Do you consider the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document is...?

(a) Legally Yes No * Don’t
compliant Know
(b) Sound Yes No * Don't

Know

If you answered ‘No’ to (a) or (b) above, please continue to Q3, otherwise continue to

Q5.

Q3. Do you consider the Core Strategy is unsound because it is not: (please refer to the
guidance notes)

(a) Justified

(b) Effective

(c) Consistent with national policy

| k| *| *

(d) Positively prepared

Please give details of why you consider the Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Document is not legally compliant or is unsound. Please be as precise as possible:

The Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document is not legally compliant and unsound as it
makes an insufficient allowance for the number of new homes over the plan period. The
figure of 180 dwellings per annum appears to be artificially restricted and rather than meet the
future needs of the Borough is likely to exacerbate issues of low housing provision and rising
house prices in the more desirable areas.

The figure should be increased to at least reflect the figure set out in the Regional Spatial
Strategy which at the current time remains part of the development plan and also to cover the
allowance in respect of Catterick Garrison. Failure to make sufficient allowance will result in a
failure to meet the housing needs of the Borough.

The Strategy also fails to make an appropriate allowance for new housing in Lower
Wensleydale.
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(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Q4. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the Core Strategy
Proposed Submission Document legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test
you have identified at Q3 where this relates to soundness. You need to say why this
change will make the Core Strategy 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:

The housing supply for Richmondshire should be increased to at least 200 dwellings per
annum plus the 2250 dwellings required to support the proposed growth of Catterick Garrison.

In addition there is evidence of a consistent failure to meet housing requirements in the
Borough and therefore a further 20% allowance should be added to the five year supply of
land identified.

Furthermore the proportion of new housing for Lower Wensleydale at 12% is too low and this
should be increased to between 15-20% to take account of the opportunities for growth at
both Leyburn and Middleham.

Table 3 should also be amended to increase the provision for Leyburn and the Primary
Service Village in Lower Wensleydale in line with the increase set out above.

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Q5. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Core Strategy
Proposed Submission Document, please use the space below to set out your
comments:

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)
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If your representation is seeking a change to the Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Document, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the

examination?

No, | do not wish to participate at the oral examination

Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination

Yes

If you have selected ‘No’, your representation(s) will still be considered by the
independent Planning Inspector by way of written representations.

If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you

consider this to be necessary:

In order to be able to discuss the planning implications in an open and public forum, to test
the soundness of the Council’'s approach and to contribute to the derivation of planning policy

for Richmondshire.

If you wish to be notified of future stages of plan preparation, please tick the

appropriate box(es) below.

Submission for Examination * Notify me by: (please tick)
Inspector’s Report Publication * Post
Adoption * Email *

Please Note: The Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to
hear those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the

examination.

Signature:

Date: 14" September 2012






9111

Richmondshire District Council
Local Plan Core Strategy
Proposed Submission
August 2012
Representations Form

Please read the quidance notes before completing this form

This form comprises two parts:
Part A: Personal details
Part B: Your representation(s)

Both Part A and Part B of this form need to be completed in order for your representation(s) to
be valid. Please complete a separate sheet (Part B) for each representation you wish to
make. Further copies of this form can be downloaded from
www.richmondshire.gov.uk/localplan.aspx . You do not need to fill out Part A for each
representation, provided that all representations made are securely attached.

Your completed form must be returned to the following address to reach us no later than 4pm
on Friday 14 September 2012:

Planning Policy, Richmondshire District Council, Swale House, Frenchgate,
Richmond, DL10 4JE

Alternatively, you can email: Jocalplan@richmondshire.gov.uk and submit this form as an
attachment.

Please note, all representations will be made available for public inspection on our website
www.richmondshire.gov.uk/localplan.aspx with personal details (i.e. email address, telephone
number and signature) removed.

Part A — Personal details

Your Details Agent’s Details

Title Mr
First name Alban
Last name Cassidy
Job title (if applicable) Director
Work/organisation (if Middleham Homes Cassidy + Ashton Group Ltd
applicable)
Address c/o Agent 7 East Cliff

Preston

Lancashire
Postcode PR1 OSE
Telephone No. 01772 258356
Email address albancassidy@cassidyashton.co.uk




http://www.richmondshire.gov.uk/localplan.aspx

mailto:localplan@richmondshire.gov.uk

http://www.richmondshire.gov.uk/localplan.aspx
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Part B - Your representation

Please use a separate sheet for each representation.

Name/Organisation Middleham Homes

Q1.To which part of the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document does this
representation relate? (Spatial Principle,)

Policy number (e.g. SP2, CRSS or CP8) CP3

Page/paragraph number(s) p. 61

Please note: Your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence
and supporting information necessary to fully support/justify the representation and
the suggested change, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make
further representations. After this stage, further submissions will be only at the
request of the Inspector, based on the matters and issues he/she identifies for
examination.

Q2. Do you consider the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document is...?

(a) Legally Yes No * Don’t
compliant Know
(b) Sound Yes No * Don't

Know

If you answered ‘No’ to (a) or (b) above, please continue to Q3, otherwise continue to

Q5.

Q3. Do you consider the Core Strategy is unsound because it is not: (please refer to the
guidance notes)

(a) Justified

(b) Effective

(c) Consistent with national policy

| k| *| *

(d) Positively prepared

Please give details of why you consider the Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Document is not legally compliant or is unsound. Please be as precise as possible:

The Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document is not legally compliant and unsound as it
provides insufficient support for sustainable development.

Policy CP3 states that sites adjacent to settlement boundaries will only be supported if better
deliverable opportunities do not exist within the settlement.

However, it may be that the site adjacent to the settlement boundary provides a more
sustainable development [through viability, the provision of affordable housing etc] and
therefore the test should be revised to also refer to cases where a more sustainable form of
development or one that is more deliverable can be achieved outside the settlement
boundary.
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(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Q4. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the Core Strategy
Proposed Submission Document legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test
you have identified at Q3 where this relates to soundness. You need to say why this
change will make the Core Strategy 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:

Para. 3 of Policy CP3 currently states:

“Sites adjacent will only be supported if better deliverable opportunities do not exist within the
settlement ...”

And should be revised to state:
" Sites adjacent will only be supported if better deliverable opportunities do not exist within the

settlement or if the site adjacent to the settlement presents an opportunity for a more
sustainable form of development...”

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Q5. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Core Strategy
Proposed Submission Document, please use the space below to set out your
comments:

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)
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If your representation is seeking a change to the Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Document, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the

examination?

No, | do not wish to participate at the oral examination

Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination

Yes

If you have selected ‘No’, your representation(s) will still be considered by the
independent Planning Inspector by way of written representations.

If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you

consider this to be necessary:

In order to be able to discuss the planning implications in an open and public forum, to test
the soundness of the Council’'s approach and to contribute to the derivation of planning policy

for Richmondshire.

If you wish to be notified of future stages of plan preparation, please tick the

appropriate box(es) below.

Submission for Examination * Notify me by: (please tick)
Inspector’s Report Publication * Post
Adoption * Email *

Please Note: The Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to
hear those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the

examination.

Signature:

Date: 14" September 2012
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Richmondshire District Council
Local Plan Core Strategy
Proposed Submission
August 2012
Representations Form

Please read the quidance notes before completing this form

This form comprises two parts:
Part A: Personal details
Part B: Your representation(s)

Both Part A and Part B of this form need to be completed in order for your representation(s) to
be valid. Please complete a separate sheet (Part B) for each representation you wish to
make. Further copies of this form can be downloaded from
www.richmondshire.gov.uk/localplan.aspx . You do not need to fill out Part A for each
representation, provided that all representations made are securely attached.

Your completed form must be returned to the following address to reach us no later than 4pm
on Friday 14 September 2012:

Planning Policy, Richmondshire District Council, Swale House, Frenchgate,
Richmond, DL10 4JE

Alternatively, you can email: Jocalplan@richmondshire.gov.uk and submit this form as an
attachment.

Please note, all representations will be made available for public inspection on our website
www.richmondshire.gov.uk/localplan.aspx with personal details (i.e. email address, telephone
number and signature) removed.

Part A — Personal details

Your Details Agent’s Details

Title Mr
First name Alban
Last name Cassidy
Job title (if applicable) Director
Work/organisation (if Middleham Homes Cassidy + Ashton Group Ltd
applicable)
Address c/o Agent 7 East Cliff

Preston

Lancashire
Postcode PR1 OSE
Telephone No. 01772 258356
Email address albancassidy@cassidyashton.co.uk




http://www.richmondshire.gov.uk/localplan.aspx

mailto:localplan@richmondshire.gov.uk

http://www.richmondshire.gov.uk/localplan.aspx
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Part B - Your representation

Please use a separate sheet for each representation.

Name/Organisation Middleham Homes

Q1.To which part of the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document does this
representation relate? (Spatial Principle,)

Policy number (e.g. SP2, CRSS or CP8) CP4

Page/paragraph number(s) p. 63

Please note: Your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence
and supporting information necessary to fully support/justify the representation and
the suggested change, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make
further representations. After this stage, further submissions will be only at the
request of the Inspector, based on the matters and issues he/she identifies for
examination.

Q2. Do you consider the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document is...?

(a) Legally Yes No * Don’t
compliant Know
(b) Sound Yes No * Don't

Know

If you answered ‘No’ to (a) or (b) above, please continue to Q3, otherwise continue to

Q5.

Q3. Do you consider the Core Strategy is unsound because it is not: (please refer to the
guidance notes)

(a) Justified

(b) Effective

(c) Consistent with national policy

| k| *| *

(d) Positively prepared

Please give details of why you consider the Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Document is not legally compliant or is unsound. Please be as precise as possible:

The Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document is not legally compliant and unsound as it
provides insufficient support for sustainable development.

Policy CP4 states that development should only be on sites adjacent to settlement boundaries
if better deliverable opportunities do not exist within the settlement.

However, it may be that the site adjacent to the settlement boundary provides a more
sustainable development [through viability, the provision of affordable housing etc] and
therefore the test should be revised to also refer to cases where a more sustainable form of
development or one that is more deliverable can be achieved outside the settlement
boundary.
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(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Q4. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the Core Strategy
Proposed Submission Document legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test
you have identified at Q3 where this relates to soundness. You need to say why this
change will make the Core Strategy 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:

Part 2 of Policy CP4 currently states:
“...if deliverable opportunities do not exist within, ...”
And should be revised to state:

" if better deliverable opportunities do not exist or if the site adjacent to the settlement
presents an opportunity for a more sustainable form of development...”

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Q5. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Core Strategy
Proposed Submission Document, please use the space below to set out your
comments:

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)
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If your representation is seeking a change to the Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Document, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the

examination?

No, | do not wish to participate at the oral examination

Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination

Yes

If you have selected ‘No’, your representation(s) will still be considered by the
independent Planning Inspector by way of written representations.

If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you

consider this to be necessary:

In order to be able to discuss the planning implications in an open and public forum, to test
the soundness of the Council’'s approach and to contribute to the derivation of planning policy

for Richmondshire.

If you wish to be notified of future stages of plan preparation, please tick the

appropriate box(es) below.

Submission for Examination * Notify me by: (please tick)
Inspector’s Report Publication * Post
Adoption * Email *

Please Note: The Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to
hear those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the

examination.

Signature:

Date: 14" September 2012
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Richmondshire District Council
Local Plan Core Strategy
Proposed Submission
August 2012
Representations Form

Please read the quidance notes before completing this form

This form comprises two parts:
Part A: Personal details
Part B: Your representation(s)

Both Part A and Part B of this form need to be completed in order for your representation(s) to
be valid. Please complete a separate sheet (Part B) for each representation you wish to
make. Further copies of this form can be downloaded from
www.richmondshire.gov.uk/localplan.aspx . You do not need to fill out Part A for each
representation, provided that all representations made are securely attached.

Your completed form must be returned to the following address to reach us no later than 4pm
on Friday 14 September 2012:

Planning Policy, Richmondshire District Council, Swale House, Frenchgate,
Richmond, DL10 4JE

Alternatively, you can email: Jocalplan@richmondshire.gov.uk and submit this form as an
attachment.

Please note, all representations will be made available for public inspection on our website
www.richmondshire.gov.uk/localplan.aspx with personal details (i.e. email address, telephone
number and signature) removed.

Part A — Personal details

Your Details Agent’s Details

Title Mr
First name Alban
Last name Cassidy
Job title (if applicable) Director
Work/organisation (if Middleham Homes Cassidy + Ashton Group Ltd
applicable)
Address c/o Agent 7 East Cliff

Preston

Lancashire
Postcode PR1 OSE
Telephone No. 01772 258356
Email address albancassidy@cassidyashton.co.uk




http://www.richmondshire.gov.uk/localplan.aspx

mailto:localplan@richmondshire.gov.uk

http://www.richmondshire.gov.uk/localplan.aspx
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Part B - Your representation

Please use a separate sheet for each representation.

Name/Organisation Middleham Homes

Q1.To which part of the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document does this
representation relate? (Spatial Principle,)

Policy number (e.g. SP2, CRSS or CP8) CP6

Page/paragraph number(s) p. 66

Please note: Your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence
and supporting information necessary to fully support/justify the representation and
the suggested change, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make
further representations. After this stage, further submissions will be only at the
request of the Inspector, based on the matters and issues he/she identifies for
examination.

Q2. Do you consider the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document is...?

(a) Legally Yes No * Don’t
compliant Know
(b) Sound Yes No * Don't

Know

If you answered ‘No’ to (a) or (b) above, please continue to Q3, otherwise continue to

Q5.

Q3. Do you consider the Core Strategy is unsound because it is not: (please refer to the
guidance notes)

(a) Justified

(b) Effective

(c) Consistent with national policy

| k| *| *

(d) Positively prepared

Please give details of why you consider the Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Document is not legally compliant or is unsound. Please be as precise as possible:

The Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document is not legally compliant and unsound as it
provides insufficient support for sustainable development.

Policy CP6 sets a target for affordable housing of 40%. In the current economic conditions
that figure is likely to be unviable resulting in schemes not coming forward and no affordable
housing being delivered. Furthermore there is no justification for a higher figure in parts of the
Borough and the target should be 30% for all areas.

The policy should make more explicit reference to affordable housing being provided in
circumstances where the viability and deliverability of the development is not threatened.
This particularly reflects recent Ministerial statements.

Furthermore the policy needs to distinguish between rural exceptions sites referred to in
Policy CP6 and development on land adjacent to settlement boundaries under CP3 and CP4
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which would not be limited to affordable housing.

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Q4. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the Core Strategy
Proposed Submission Document legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test
you have identified at Q3 where this relates to soundness. You need to say why this
change will make the Core Strategy 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:

Policy CP6 currently states:

“The Council will work with private developers and registered providers to achieve the
following targets for affordable housing in all developments with a net gain in dwellings,
subject to economic viability assessment:”

This should be revised to state:

“The Council will work with private developers and registered providers to achieve the target
of up to 30% affordable housing in developments with a net gain in dwellings, provided there
is clear evidence available that demonstrates that the viability and deliverability of the
development will not be threatened.

In line with Government guidance, where schemes are shown to be unviable with 30%
affordable housing, the Council will accept a lower figure.”

Furthermore, the last part of the policy should state:

“In rural locations outside village Development Limits, other than schemes approved under
CP3and CP4...”

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Q5. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Core Strategy
Proposed Submission Document, please use the space below to set out your
comments:

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)
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If your representation is seeking a change to the Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Document, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the

examination?

No, | do not wish to participate at the oral examination

Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination

Yes

If you have selected ‘No’, your representation(s) will still be considered by the
independent Planning Inspector by way of written representations.

If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you

consider this to be necessary:

In order to be able to discuss the planning implications in an open and public forum, to test
the soundness of the Council’'s approach and to contribute to the derivation of planning policy

for Richmondshire.

If you wish to be notified of future stages of plan preparation, please tick the

appropriate box(es) below.

Submission for Examination * Notify me by: (please tick)
Inspector’s Report Publication * Post
Adoption * Email *

Please Note: The Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to
hear those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the

examination.

Signature:

Date: 14" September 2012
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Richmondshire District Council
Local Plan Core Strategy
Proposed Submission
August 2012
Representations Form

Please read the quidance notes before completing this form

This form comprises two parts:
Part A: Personal details
Part B: Your representation(s)

Both Part A and Part B of this form need to be completed in order for your representation(s) to
be valid. Please complete a separate sheet (Part B) for each representation you wish to
make. Further copies of this form can be downloaded from
www.richmondshire.gov.uk/localplan.aspx . You do not need to fill out Part A for each
representation, provided that all representations made are securely attached.

Your completed form must be returned to the following address to reach us no later than 4pm
on Friday 14 September 2012:

Planning Policy, Richmondshire District Council, Swale House, Frenchgate,
Richmond, DL10 4JE

Alternatively, you can email: Jocalplan@richmondshire.gov.uk and submit this form as an
attachment.

Please note, all representations will be made available for public inspection on our website
www.richmondshire.gov.uk/localplan.aspx with personal details (i.e. email address, telephone
number and signature) removed.

Part A — Personal details

Your Details Agent’s Details

Title Mr
First name Alban
Last name Cassidy
Job title (if applicable) Director
Work/organisation (if Middleham Homes Cassidy + Ashton Group Ltd
applicable)
Address c/o Agent 7 East Cliff

Preston

Lancashire
Postcode PR1 OSE
Telephone No. 01772 258356
Email address albancassidy@cassidyashton.co.uk




http://www.richmondshire.gov.uk/localplan.aspx

mailto:localplan@richmondshire.gov.uk

http://www.richmondshire.gov.uk/localplan.aspx
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Part B - Your representation

Please use a separate sheet for each representation.

Name/Organisation Middleham Homes

Q1.To which part of the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document does this
representation relate? (Spatial Principle,)

Policy number (e.g. SP2, CRSS or CP8) SP1

Page/paragraph number(s) p. 16

Please note: Your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence
and supporting information necessary to fully support/justify the representation and
the suggested change, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make
further representations. After this stage, further submissions will be only at the
request of the Inspector, based on the matters and issues he/she identifies for
examination.

Q2. Do you consider the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document is...?

(a) Legally Yes No * Don’t
compliant Know
(b) Sound Yes No * Don't

Know

If you answered ‘No’ to (a) or (b) above, please continue to Q3, otherwise continue to

Q5.

Q3. Do you consider the Core Strategy is unsound because it is not: (please refer to the
guidance notes)

(a) Justified

(b) Effective

(c) Consistent with national policy

| k| *| *

(d) Positively prepared

Please give details of why you consider the Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Document is not legally compliant or is unsound. Please be as precise as possible:

The Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document is not legally compliant and unsound as it
provides insufficient emphasis on the positive benefits of development and does not
encourage growth where it can be shown to be sustainable. This is particularly the case in
respect of the sub area known as Lower Wensleydale This is at odds with the basic principles
of the national planning policy framework which states that planning permission should be
granted where it is shown to be sustainable and there are no other considerations that
outweigh this basic premise.

The Core Strategy as proposed refers only to modest growth in Lower Wensleydale. If a
suitable site is available there is no justification to restrict such growth or development.
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(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Q4. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the Core Strategy
Proposed Submission Document legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test
you have identified at Q3 where this relates to soundness. You need to say why this
change will make the Core Strategy 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:

The middle sub paragraph of SP1 states:

“Lower Wensleydale is an area of modest growth, reflecting the location of Leyburn within the
sub area, which has a substantial capability to support its rural hinterland. The scale of
development in this sub area will also reflect its role in supporting and providing for the needs
of the adjacent part of Richmondshire which lies within the Yorkshire Dales National Park.”

This should be changed to:

“Lower Wensleydale is an area with potential for some growth, reflecting the location of
Leyburn within the sub area, which has a substantial capability to support its rural hinterland
and opportunities at Middleham. The scale of development in this sub area will also reflect its
role in supporting and providing for the needs of the adjacent part of Richmondshire which
lies within the Yorkshire Dales National Park.”

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Q5. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Core Strategy
Proposed Submission Document, please use the space below to set out your
comments:

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)
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If your representation is seeking a change to the Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Document, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the

examination?

No, | do not wish to participate at the oral examination

Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination

Yes

If you have selected ‘No’, your representation(s) will still be considered by the
independent Planning Inspector by way of written representations.

If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you

consider this to be necessary:

In order to be able to discuss the planning implications in an open and public forum, to test
the soundness of the Council’'s approach and to contribute to the derivation of planning policy

for Richmondshire.

If you wish to be notified of future stages of plan preparation, please tick the

appropriate box(es) below.

Submission for Examination * Notify me by: (please tick)
Inspector’s Report Publication * Post
Adoption * Email *

Please Note: The Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to
hear those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the

examination.

Signature:

Date: 14" September 2012
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Mr John Hiles Our ref: RA/2012/123000/CS-
Richmondshire District Council 01/SB1-L01

Forward Planning Team Your ref: JH/CS/10445/QU/SC
Swale House (12) Frenchgate

Richmond Date: 14 September 2012
North Yorkshire

DL10 4JE

Dear Mr Hiles,

Richmondshire District Council Local Plan Core Strategy - Proposed
Submission

| refer to the above consultation received 6 August 2012 and please find attached
our responses using your required format.

We have summarised our concerns under the following headings:

Flood risk

We find the issue of flood risk not justified and not consistent with national policy. No
evidence appears to have been presented to substantiate that a sequential approach
to the spatial distribution of development in respect to flood risk has been taken, as
required by the National Planning Policy Framework and the North West Level 1
Strategic Flood Risk Assessment. In the absence of this evidence, it is unclear
whether the policies proposed in the Core Strategy are either consistent with national
policy or justified by the evidence base.

Water Framework Directive (WFD)

Generally the Core Strategy and its Sustainability Appraisal (SA) lacks the evidence
relevant to the WFD. There is no indication of how the Core Strategy will assist in
achieving the objectives of the WFD. In particular is should identify local actions from
the Humber River Basin Management Plan and explore ways in which those actions
could be achieved through development.

Waste management
The Core Strategy does not adequately promote the waste hierarchy required by
Planning Policy Statement 10.

We are prepared to meet with you to discuss our concerns. If you are agreeable to
this, please contact me using the details below and we can arrange a mutual date
suitable for us.

Environment Agency

Coverdale House Aviator Court, York, North Yorkshire, YO30 4GZ.
Customer services line: 03708 506 506
Www.environment-agency.gov.uk

Cont/d..
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Yours sincerely

Miss Meryl Leung
Planning Liaison Officer

Direct dial 01904 822607
Direct fax 01904 822649
Direct e-mail meryl.leung@environment-agency.gov.uk

End 2
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Richmondshire District Council
Local Plan Core Strategy
Proposed Submission
August 2012
Representations Form

Please read the quidance notes before completing this form

This form comprises two parts:
Part A: Personal details
Part B: Your representation(s)

Both Part A and Part B of this form need to be completed in order for your representation(s) to
be valid. Please complete a separate sheet (Part B) for each representation you wish to
make. Further copies of this form can be downloaded from
www.richmondshire.gov.uk/localplan.aspx . You do not need to fill out Part A for each
representation, provided that all representations made are securely attached.

Your completed form must be returned to the following address to reach us no later than 4pm
on Friday 14 September 2012:

Planning Policy, Richmondshire District Council, Swale House, Frenchgate,
Richmond, DL10 4JE

Alternatively, you can email: Jocalplan@richmondshire.gov.uk and submit this form as an
attachment.

Please note, all representations will be made available for public inspection on our website
www.richmondshire.gov.uk/localplan.aspx with personal details (i.e. email address, telephone
number and signature) removed.

Part A — Personal details

Your Details Agent’s Details

Title Miss

First name Meryl

Last name Leung

Job title (if applicable) Planning Liaison Officer

Work/organisation (if Environment Agency

applicable)

Address Coverdale House, Aviator
Court, Amy Johnson Way,
Clifton Moor, York.

Postcode YO30 4Gz

Telephone No. 01904 822607

Email address Meryl.leung@environment-
agency.gov.uk




http://www.richmondshire.gov.uk/localplan.aspx

mailto:localplan@richmondshire.gov.uk

http://www.richmondshire.gov.uk/localplan.aspx
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Part B - Your representation

Please use a separate sheet for each representation.

Name/Organisation Environment Agency

Q1.To which part of the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document does this
representation relate? (Spatial Principle, Sub Area Strategy or Core Policy)

Policy number (e.g. SP2, CRSS or CP8) SP2

Page/paragraph number(s) Page 20

Please note: Your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence
and supporting information necessary to fully support/justify the representation and
the suggested change, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make
further representations. After this stage, further submissions will be only at the
request of the Inspector, based on the matters and issues he/she identifies for
examination.

Q2. Do you consider the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document is...?

(a) Legally Yes X No Don’t
compliant Know
(b) Sound Yes No X Don't

Know

If you answered ‘No’ to (a) or (b) above, please continue to Q3, otherwise continue to

Q5.

Q3. Do you consider the Core Strategy is unsound because it is not: (please refer to the
guidance notes)

(a) Justified X
(b) Effective

(c) Consistent with national policy X
(d) Positively prepared

Please give details of why you consider the Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Document is not legally compliant or is unsound. Please be as precise as possible:

Policy SP2 sets out a hierarchy of settlements for the Richmondshire area. In conjunction with
policies SP4 and SP5 it will have a profound affect on the future location of development. A
key constraint in the Richmondshire area is flood risk, with virtually every settlement cited in
SP2 identified as being, at least in part, vulnerable to flooding.

No evidence appears to have been presented to substantiate that a sequential approach to
the spatial distribution of development in respect to flood risk has been taken, as required by
the NPPF and the SFRA. In the absence of this evidence, it is unclear whether the policies
proposed in the Core Strategy are either consistent with national policy or justified by the
evidence base.

We would strongly recommend that the Council assemble a dedicated Sequential Test
background document to set out how the Core Strategy has taken into account flood risk.
Such a document should describe how development has been steered away from flood risk
areas. If this has not been possible, evidence should be presented to justify why. Flood risk
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may be capable of justifying the removal of some settlements from the hierarchy, or altering
the proportion of development which should be steered there. If the Council are confident that
the necessary quantity of development can be steered to the settlements in the hierarchy
without encroaching on flood risk areas, they should consider a policy which actively
precludes this.

As submitted, it remains unclear if or how the Council have fully taken into account national

policy on flood risk. This is disappointing given we raised these concerns at preferred options
stage in August 2010.

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Q4. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the Core Strategy
Proposed Submission Document legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test
you have identified at Q3 where this relates to soundness. You need to say why this
change will make the Core Strategy 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:

We would like to see the Council produce a specific flood risk back-ground document,
demonstrating how it has incorporated the principles of the NPPF flood risk sequential
approach into the submitted Core Strategy. It may be necessary for policies to be amended
accordingly as a result of this work.

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Q5. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Core Strategy
Proposed Submission Document, please use the space below to set out your
comments:
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(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)
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If your representation is seeking a change to the Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Document, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the
examination?

No, | do not wish to participate at the oral examination

Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination X

If you have selected ‘No’, your representation(s) will still be considered by the
independent Planning Inspector by way of written representations.

If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you
consider this to be necessary:

The Environment Agency has statutory responsibility for flood management and defence in
England and is a statutory consultation body for Local Development Documents and its
associated Environmental Assessment and Sustainability Appraisals.

If you wish to be notified of future stages of plan preparation, please tick the
appropriate box(es) below.

Submission for Examination X Notify me by: (please tick)
Inspector’s Report Publication X Post
Adoption X Email X

Please Note: The Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to
hear those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the
examination.

Signature: Meryl Leung

Date: 14/09/12






9112

Richmondshire District Council
Local Plan Core Strategy
Proposed Submission
August 2012
Representations Form

Please read the guidance notes before completing this form

This form comprises two parts:
Part A: Personal details
Part B: Your representation(s)

Both Part A and Part B of this form need to be completed in order for your representation(s) to
be valid. Please complete a separate sheet (Part B) for each representation you wish to
make. Further copies of this form can be downloaded from
www.richmondshire.gov.uk/localplan.aspx . You do not need to fill out Part A for each
representation, provided that all representations made are securely attached.

Your completed form must be returned to the following address to reach us no later than 4pm
on Friday 14 September 2012:

Planning Policy, Richmondshire District Council, Swale House, Frenchgate,
Richmond, DL10 4JE

Alternatively, you can email: localplan@richmondshire.gov.uk and submit this form as an
attachment.

Please note, all representations will be made available for public inspection on our website
www.richmondshire.gov.uk/localplan.aspx with personal details (i.e. email address, telephone
number and signature) removed.

Part A — Personal details

Your Details Agent's Details

Title Miss

First name Meryl

Last name Leung

Job title (if applicable) Planning Liaison Officer

Work/organisation (if Environment Agency

applicable)

Address Coverdale House, Aviator
Court, Amy Johnson Way,
Clifton Moor, York.

Postcode YO30 4GZ

Telephone No. 01904 822607

Email address Meryl.leung@environment-
agency.gov.uk




http://www.richmondshire.gov.uk/localplan.aspx�

mailto:localplan@richmondshire.gov.uk�

http://www.richmondshire.gov.uk/localplan.aspx�



Part B - Your representation

Please use a separate sheet for each representation.

Name/Organisation Environment Agency

Q1.To which part of the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document does this
representation relate? (Spatial Principle, Sub Area Strategy or Core Policy)

Policy number (e.g. SP2, CRSS or CP8) | CP2parth

Page/paragraph number(s) Page 59

Please note: Your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence
and supporting information necessary to fully support/justify the representation and
the suggested change, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make
further representations. After this stage, further submissions will be only at the
request of the Inspector, based on the matters and issues he/she identifies for
examination.

Q2. Do you consider the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document is...?

(a) Legally Yes X No Don’t
compliant Know
(b) Sound Yes No X Don’t

Know

If you answered ‘No’ to (a) or (b) above, please continue to Q3, otherwise continue to

Q5.

Q3. Do you consider the Core Strategy is unsound because it is not: (please refer to the
guidance notes)

(a) Justified

(b) Effective

(c) Consistent with national policy X

(d) Positively prepared

Please give details of why you consider the Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Document is not legally compliant or is unsound. Please be as precise as possible:

We consider that policy CP2 is unsound as there is no policy on waste management for the
district. Core policy CP2, part b encourages the use of scarce resources however there is no
reference to the waste hierarchy - waste prevention, just reuse and recovery.

We understand that planning for new waste facilities is a matter for the waste planning
authority through their waste core strategy document (paragraph 1.9), however we do feel
that opportunities to promote waste reduction and the waste hierarchy have been missed,
particularly as there are comprehensive policies on climate change (CP1) and sustainable
development (CP2) within the Core Strategy.
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(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Q4. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the Core Strategy
Proposed Submission Document legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test
you have identified at Q3 where this relates to soundness. You need to say why this
change will make the Core Strategy 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:

We want to see a more explicit reference to support the waste hierarchy - prevention,
preparing for reuse, recycling, other recovery, and disposing only as a last resort - in the
strategic vision. In addition opportunities to incorporate waste management into development
design should be taken. For example the way a development is designed can make a big
difference to whether waste can be segregated, collected and successfully recycled. The use
of recycled building materials can also be promoted through planning policy.

We would suggest that following additions to policies CP1 and CP2:-

Core Policy CP1: Responding to Climate Change
3. Climate Change Adaptation

e. How development will seek to minimise waste production.

Core Policy CP2: Achieving sustainable development
Support will be given for sustainable development which promotes:

n. the reduction of waste, the promotion of recycling, and the provision of suitable and
accessible sites which foster sustainable waste management.

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Q5. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Core Strategy
Proposed Submission Document, please use the space below to set out your
comments:
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(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)
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If your representation is seeking a change to the Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Document, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the
examination?

No, | do not wish to participate at the oral examination

Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination X

If you have selected ‘No’, your representation(s) will still be considered by the
independent Planning Inspector by way of written representations.

If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you
consider this to be necessary:

As an environmental regulator, we regulate waste activities such as permitted waste transfer,
storage and treatment sites and moving hazardous waste. The aim of the revised WFD is to
promote waste prevention, increase recycling and ensure better use of resources, whilst
protecting human health and the environment. The waste hierarchy is placed at the heart of
waste management.

If you wish to be notified of future stages of plan preparation, please tick the
appropriate box(es) below.

Submission for Examination X Notify me by: (please tick)
Inspector’s Report Publication X Post
Adoption X Email X

Please Note: The Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to
hear those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the
examination.

Signature: Meryl Leung

Date: 14/09/12
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Richmondshire District Council
Local Plan Core Strategy
Proposed Submission
August 2012
Representations Form

Please read the quidance notes before completing this form

This form comprises two parts:
Part A: Personal details
Part B: Your representation(s)

Both Part A and Part B of this form need to be completed in order for your representation(s) to
be valid. Please complete a separate sheet (Part B) for each representation you wish to
make. Further copies of this form can be downloaded from
www.richmondshire.gov.uk/localplan.aspx . You do not need to fill out Part A for each
representation, provided that all representations made are securely attached.

Your completed form must be returned to the following address to reach us no later than 4pm
on Friday 14 September 2012:

Planning Policy, Richmondshire District Council, Swale House, Frenchgate,
Richmond, DL10 4JE

Alternatively, you can email: Jocalplan@richmondshire.gov.uk and submit this form as an
attachment.

Please note, all representations will be made available for public inspection on our website
www.richmondshire.gov.uk/localplan.aspx with personal details (i.e. email address, telephone
number and signature) removed.

Part A — Personal details

Your Details Agent’s Details

Title Miss

First name Meryl

Last name Leung

Job title (if applicable) Planning Liaison Officer

Work/organisation (if Environment Agency

applicable)

Address Coverdale House, Aviator
Court, Amy Johnson Way,
Clifton Moor, York.

Postcode YO30 4Gz

Telephone No. 01904 822607

Email address Meryl.leung@environment-
agency.gov.uk




http://www.richmondshire.gov.uk/localplan.aspx�

mailto:localplan@richmondshire.gov.uk�
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Part B - Your representation

Please use a separate sheet for each representation.

Name/Organisation Environment Agency

Q1.To which part of the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document does this
representation relate? (Spatial Principle, Sub Area Strategy or Core Policy)

Policy number (e.g. SP2, CRSS or CP8)

Page/paragraph number(s)

Please note: Your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence
and supporting information necessary to fully support/justify the representation and
the suggested change, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make
further representations. After this stage, further submissions will be only at the
request of the Inspector, based on the matters and issues he/she identifies for
examination.

Q2. Do you consider the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document is...?

(a) Legally Yes X No Don’t
compliant Know
(b) Sound Yes No X Don't

Know

If you answered ‘No’ to (a) or (b) above, please continue to Q3, otherwise continue to

Q5.

Q3. Do you consider the Core Strategy is unsound because it is not: (please refer to the
guidance notes)

(a) Justified X

(b) Effective

(c) Consistent with national policy

(d) Positively prepared

Please give details of why you consider the Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Document is not legally compliant or is unsound. Please be as precise as possible:

We find the Core Strategy and its Sustainability Appraisal lacking the water quality evidence
that we raised in the preferred options consultation in 2010. The Water Framework Directive
(WFD) is the key piece of EU legislation governing water quality standards and should be
incorporated into the Core Strategy.

There is no indication within the Sustainability Appraisal of other relevant plans, programmes
and objectives which may influence the development of the Core Strategy. Without the
context of international, European, national and local polices and legislation, there is no
confirmation that EU Water Framework Directive (2000/60/EC) has been incorporated overall
into the Core Strategy polices.
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(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Q4. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the Core Strategy
Proposed Submission Document legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test
you have identified at Q3 where this relates to soundness. You need to say why this
change will make the Core Strategy 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:

Within the Sustainability Appraisal, we would like to see a list of strategies, plans and
programmes, relevant to the Water Framework Directive, which have influenced the Core
Strategy. Particular reference should be made to the Humber River Basin Management Plan
and an explanation provided as to how the local actions it identifies, relevant to the
Richmondshire area, might be best promoted and achieved through the Core Strategy. As a
result of this, it may be necessary to make amendments to Core Strategy policies.

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Q5. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Core Strategy
Proposed Submission Document, please use the space below to set out your
comments:

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)
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If your representation is seeking a change to the Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Document, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the
examination?

No, | do not wish to participate at the oral examination

Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination X

If you have selected ‘No’, your representation(s) will still be considered by the
independent Planning Inspector by way of written representations.

If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you
consider this to be necessary:

In England and Wales, the Environment Agency are the 'competent authority' for the Water
Framework Directive.

If you wish to be notified of future stages of plan preparation, please tick the
appropriate box(es) below.

Submission for Examination X Notify me by: (please tick)
Inspector’s Report Publication X Post
Adoption X Email X

Please Note: The Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to
hear those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the
examination.

Signature: Meryl Leung

Date: 14/09/12
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Richmondshire District Council
Local Plan Core Strategy
Proposed Submission
August 2012
Representations Form

Please read the quidance notes before completing this form

This form comprises two parts:
Part A: Personal details
Part B: Your representation(s)

Both Part A and Part B of this form need to be completed in order for your representation(s) to
be valid. Please complete a separate sheet (Part B) for each representation you wish to
make. Further copies of this form can be downloaded from
www.richmondshire.gov.uk/localplan.aspx . You do not need to fill out Part A for each
representation, provided that all representations made are securely attached.

Your completed form must be returned to the following address to reach us no later than 4pm
on Friday 14 September 2012:

Planning Policy, Richmondshire District Council, Swale House, Frenchgate,
Richmond, DL10 4JE

Alternatively, you can email: Jocalplan@richmondshire.gov.uk and submit this form as an
attachment.

Please note, all representations will be made available for public inspection on our website
www.richmondshire.gov.uk/localplan.aspx with personal details (i.e. email address, telephone
number and signature) removed.

Part A — Personal details

Your Details Agent’s Details

Title Miss

First name Meryl

Last name Leung

Job title (if applicable) Planning Liaison Officer

Work/organisation (if Environment Agency

applicable)

Address Coverdale House, Aviator
Court, Amy Johnson Way,
Clifton Moor, York.

Postcode YO30 4Gz

Telephone No. 01904 822607

Email address Meryl.leung@environment-
agency.gov.uk




http://www.richmondshire.gov.uk/localplan.aspx
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Part B - Your representation

Please use a separate sheet for each representation.

Name/Organisation Environment Agency

Q1.To which part of the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document does this
representation relate? (Spatial Principle, Sub Area Strategy or Core Policy)

Policy number (e.g. SP2, CRSS or CP8) CP1 Part 3c

Page/paragraph number(s) Page 54

Please note: Your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence
and supporting information necessary to fully support/justify the representation and
the suggested change, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make
further representations. After this stage, further submissions will be only at the
request of the Inspector, based on the matters and issues he/she identifies for
examination.

Q2. Do you consider the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document is...?

(a) Legally Yes X No Don’t
compliant Know
(b) Sound Yes No X Don't

Know

If you answered ‘No’ to (a) or (b) above, please continue to Q3, otherwise continue to

Q5.

Q3. Do you consider the Core Strategy is unsound because it is not: (please refer to the
guidance notes)

(a) Justified X
(b) Effective

(c) Consistent with national policy X
(d) Positively prepared

Please give details of why you consider the Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Document is not legally compliant or is unsound. Please be as precise as possible:

We consider that part c of Core Policy CP1 does not manage flood risk pro-actively enough. It
fails to attempt to steer development away from flood risk areas in line with the Sequential
Test (ST) set out in the NPPF.

Whilst paragraph 4.1.20 mentions the North West Yorkshire Level 1 Strategic Flood Risk
Assessment (SFRA) 2010 and identifies the general areas and scale of flood risk, it fails to
make any attempt to steer development away from the flood risk areas identified.

The principle of the sequential approach set out in both the National Planning Policy
Framework and the SFRA do not appear to have informed the development of policy CP1, as
there is no attempt made to encourage a sequential approach to development. The policy as
drafted, appears to by-pass the ST and moves straight to the Exception Test requiring a site
specific Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) to be submitted to demonstrate that the new
development will be safe and not increase flood risk elsewhere.
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We note that within the SFRA, table 9.2 shows a form of reasoning for some sites, however it
is not clear from the information how it resulted in a policy.

Similarly, policy CP1 is not sufficiently ambitious in respect to the incorporation of Sustainable
Drainage techniques in new development. We feel there should be a presumption in favour of
the use of SuDS techniques unless they are demonstrated not to be practicable or where they
would present an unacceptable pollution risk. This position is supported by Appendix H of the
SFRA which suggests they should be utilised ‘wherever possible’.

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Q4. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the Core Strategy
Proposed Submission Document legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test
you have identified at Q3 where this relates to soundness. You need to say why this
change will make the Core Strategy 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:

Policy CP1 should be reworded as follows:-

3. Climate Change Adaptation

All new development will be expected to be adaptable to climate change in terms of both its
location and the specific design and layout of buildings and associated external spaces.
Accordingly, developments should:-

c. Be steered away from flood risk areas by adopting a sequential approach as set out in
the NPPF and the SFRA,;

d. Be designed to minimise flood risk on-site and elsewhere;

e. Incorporate Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) unless they are demonstrated to be
impracticable or they will pose an unacceptable pollution risk. SuDS should minimise
surface water flood risk, protect waterways and provide aesthetic and ecological benefits;
f. Not culvert or build over watercourses unless it is to facilitate essential access;

g. Promote and encourage the opening of existing culverts.

It is disappointing that these issues have not been properly covered, given that we raised
them at preferred options stage in August 2010.
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(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Q5. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Core Strategy
Proposed Submission Document, please use the space below to set out your
comments:

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)
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If your representation is seeking a change to the Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Document, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the
examination?

No, | do not wish to participate at the oral examination

Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination X

If you have selected ‘No’, your representation(s) will still be considered by the
independent Planning Inspector by way of written representations.

If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you
consider this to be necessary:

The Environment Agency has statutory responsibility for flood management and defence in
England and is a statutory consultation body for Local Development Documents and its
associated Strategic Environmental Assessment and/or Sustainability Appraisals.

If you wish to be notified of future stages of plan preparation, please tick the
appropriate box(es) below.

Submission for Examination X Notify me by: (please tick)
Inspector’s Report Publication X Post
Adoption X Email X

Please Note: The Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to
hear those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the
examination.

Signature: Meryl Leung

Date: 14/09/12
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Richmondshire District Council
Local Plan Core Strategy
Proposed Submission
August 2012

Representations Form

Please read the quidance notes before completing this form

This form comprises two parts:
Part A - Personal details
Part B - Your representation(s)

Both Part A and Part B of this form need to be completed in order for your representation(s) to be valid. Please
complete a separate sheet (Part B) for each representation you wish to make. Further copies of this form can be
downloaded from www.richmondshire.gov.uk/localplan.aspx

You do not need to fill out Part A for each representation, provided that all representations made are securely
attached.

Your completed form must be returned to the following address to reach us no later than
4pm on Friday 14 September 2012:

Planning Policy

Richmondshire District Council
Swale House

Frenchgate

Richmond

DL10 4JE

Alternatively, you can email localplan@richmondshire.gov.uk and submit this form as an attachment.
Please note, all representations will be made available for public inspection on our website

www.richmondshire.gov.uk/localplan.aspx with personal details (i.e. email address, telephone number and
signature) removed.

PART A - Personal details

YOUR DETAILS AGENT'S DETAILS
Title Me_ mes.
First name | "{D<owy i Nertec
Last name | N>R ¢ N eALC ]
Job title . .
(if applicable) ~ Assoc i A &

Work/Organisation
(if applicable)

- GV A

Address FirsT FLooR , 7Y POINT
2 LiNg STREeeT
L €EDS

Postcode L Sy 2 H

Telephone no. | < D) 2O O

Email address - Caicne . WAV R @ Y 4 7 (0 g






PART B - Your representation(s)
Please use a separate form for each representation

Name/Organisation: me. oW NORL<

Q1 To which part of the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document does this representation relate?
(Spatial Principle, Sub Area Strategy or Core Policy)

Policy number (e.g. SP2, CRSS or CP8) S P

Page/paragraph number(s)

Please Note: Your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting
information necessary to fully support/justify the representation and the suggested change, as there will not
normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations. Aiter this stage, further submissions will
be only at the request of the Inspector, based on the matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

Q2 Do you consider the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document is ...?
Yes No Don't know

(a) Legally compliant @' [:I D
(©) Soliar o O 0O

If you answered ‘No’ to (a) or (b) above, please continue to Q3, otherwise continue to Q5

Q3 Do you consider the Core Strategy unsound because it is NOT...? (please refer to guidance notes)

D Consistent with national policy

D Positively prepared

Please give details of why you consider the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document is not legally
compliant or is unsound. Please be as precise as possible:

continue on a separate sheet if necessary





Q4 Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Document legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test you have identified at Q3 where this relates to
soundness. You need to say why this change will make the Core Strategy 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:

continue on a separate sheet if necessary
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Q5 If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Document, please use the space below to set out your comments:

- p]Q,QSQ, Sea_ ac’t‘_&d\eo\ 'S)\O(Q,E -

continue on a separate sheet if necessary

If your representation is seeking a change to the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document, do you
consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?

|:| No, | do not wish to participate at the oral examination

l__—l Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination

If you have selected ‘No’, your representation(s) will still be considered by the independent Planning Inspector by
way of written representations.

If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this to be
necessary:

If you wish to be notified of future stages of plan preparation, please tick the appropriate box(es) below:
B@ubmission for Examination

Qﬁwpector’s Report Publication

Moption

Please notify me by:

[:] Post

Email

Please Note: The Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who have
indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

Signature: I: ( MéNT) Date: 2. O49 . 2012
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Mr. Don Noble

Policy SP2: Settlement Hierarchy

Our client supports the inclusion of Harmby as a Secondary Service Village
under Policy SP2 and the policy approach to allow development that meets
the . The village clearly has a range of community facilities as evidenced in
the Settlement Study carried out in June 2011 including pub, chapel, sports
facilities and village hall as well as a regular bus service into Leyburn.  The
village is also within walking distance of Leyburn.

Comments in support of Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Policies SP2, SP4, LWSS, CP3, CPé





PART B - Your representation(s)
Please use a separate form for each representation

Name/Organisation: me. Do NoRL<

Q1 To which part of the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document does this representation relate?
(Spatial Principle, Sub Area Strategy or Core Policy)

Policy number (e.g. SP2, CRSS or CP8) S Py

Page/paragraph number(s)

Please Note: Your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting
information necessary to fully support/justify the representation and the suggested change, as there will not
normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations. After this stage, further submissions will
be only at the request of the Inspector, based on the matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

Q2 Do you consider the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document is ...?
Yes No Don't know

(a) Legally compliant K%t [] ]
(b) Sound - T O O

If you answered ‘No’ to (a) or (b) above, please continue to Q3, otherwise continue to Q5

Q3 Do you consider the Core Strategy unsound because it is NOT...? (please refer to guidance notes)

D Consistent with national policy

D Positively prepared

Please give details of why you consider the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document is not legally
compliant or is unsound. Please be as precise as possible:

continue on a separate sheet if necessary





Q4 Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Document legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test you have identified at Q3 where this relates to
soundness. You need to say why this change will make the Core Strategy 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:

continue on a separate sheet if necessary
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Q5 If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Document, please use the space below to set out your comments:

— plecse seo attadhed shegt —

continue on a separate sheet if necessary

If your representation is seeking a change to the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document, do you
consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?

D No, | do not wish to participate at the oral examination

D Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination

If you have selected ‘No’, your representation(s) will still be considered by the independent Planning Inspector by
way of written representations.

If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this to be
necessary:

If you wish to be notified of future stages of plan preparation, please tick the appropriate box(es) below:
Submission for Examination
anspector’s Report Publication
Qﬂ/doption
Please notify me by:
D Post
Email

Please Note: The Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who have
indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

Signature: E C MéNT) Date: 12 . O4 . 201D
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Mr. Don Noble

Policy SP4 : Scale and Distribution of Housing Development

Lower Wensleydale Spatial Strategy (LWSS)

Our client supports the policy approach in Policy SP4 fo provide housing
within the Secondary Service Villages, with the four Secondary Service
Villages including Harmby looking to provide around 45 dwellings or the Lower
Wensleydale area. Our client also supports the approach in the LWSS to
allow development within the Secondary Service Villages where it supports
the social and economic needs and sustainability of the local community.

Harmby is particularly well suited for accommodating the rural housing needs
of this part of Lower Wensleydale being within walking distance of the Local
Service Centre of Leyburn as well as having its own facilities and access to
regular public transport.

Comments in support of Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Policies SP2, SP4, LWSS, CP3, CPé





PART B - Your representation(s)
Please use a separate form for each representation

Name/Organisation: mg. SDoN No®RL<

Q1 To which part of the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document does this representation relate?
(Spatial Principle, Sub Area Strategy or Core Policy)

Policy number (e.g. SP2, CRSS or CP8) LW s S

Page/paragraph numbetr(s)

Please Note: Your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting
information necessary to fully support/justify the representation and the suggested change, as there will not
normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations. After this stage, further submissions will
be only at the request of the Inspector, based on the matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

Q2 Do you consider the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document is ...?
Yes No Don't know

(a) Legally compliant @ D D
) Solnd o O O

If you answered ‘No’ to (a) or (b) above, please continue to Q3, otherwise continue to Q5

Q3 Do you consider the Core Strategy unsound because it is NOT...? (please refer to guidance nofes)

[ Joustified
D Effective

D Consistent with national policy

l:] Positively prepared

Please give details of why you consider the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document is not legally
compliant or is unsound. Please be as precise as possible:

continue on a separate sheet if necessary
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Q4 Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Document legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test you have identified at Q3 where this relates to
soundness. You need to say why this change will make the Core Strategy 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:

continue on a separate sheet if necessary





13

Q5 If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Document, please use the space below to set out your comments:

— p’@asa Sea_ a\{ﬁd\ec\ S’}\Q&E -

continue on a separate sheet if necessary

If your representation is seeking a change to the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document, do you
consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?

D No, | do not wish to participate at the oral examination

D Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination

If you have selected ‘No’, your representation(s) will still be considered by the independent Planning Inspector by
way of written representations.

If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this to be
necessary:

If you wish to be notified of future stages of plan preparation, please tick the appropriate box(es) below:
Submission for Examination

@spector’s Report Publication

Igﬂ,doption

Please notify me by:

Please Note: The Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who have
indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

Signature: I: ( AﬁéN’T} Date: 12 . O4 . 201
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Mr. Don Noble

Policy SP4 : Scale and Distribution of Housing Development

Lower Wensleydale Spatial Strategy (LWSS)

Our client supports the policy approach in Policy SP4 to provide housing
within the Secondary Service Villages, with the four Secondary Service
Villages including Harmby looking to provide around 45 dwellings or the Lower
Wensleydale area. Our client also supports the approach in the LWSS to
allow development within the Secondary Service Villages where it supports
the social and economic needs and sustainability of the local community.

Harmby is particularly well suited for accommodating the rural housing needs
of this part of Lower Wensleydale being within walking distance of the Local
Service Cenfre of Leyburn as well as having its own facilities and access to
regular public fransport.

Comments in support of Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Policies SP2, SP4, LWSS, CP3, CPé





PART B - Your representation(s)
Please use a separate form for each representation

Name/Organisation: meg. Do NoRL<

Q1 To which part of the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document does this representation relate?
(Spatial Principle, Sub Area Strategy or Core Policy)

Policy number (e.g. SP2, CRSS or CP8) f P 2

Page/paragraph number(s)

Please Note: Your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting
information necessary to fully support/justify the representation and the suggested change, as there will not
normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations. After this stage, further submissions will
be only at the request of the Inspector, based on the matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

Q2 Do you consider the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document is ...?
Yes No Don't know

(a) Legally compliant BZ D D

if you answered ‘No’ to (a) or (b) above, please continue to Q3, otherwise continue to Q5

Q3 Do you consider the Core Strategy unsound because it is NOT...? (please refer to guidance notes)

[ uustified
D Effective

D Consistent with national policy

D Positively prepared

Please give details of why you consider the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document is not legally
compliant or is unsound. Please be as precise as possible:

continue on a separate sheet if necessary
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Q4 Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Document legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test you have identified at Q3 where this relates to
soundness. You need to say why this change will make the Core Strategy 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:

continue on a separate sheet if necessary





13

Q5 If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Document, please use the space below to set out your comments:

Plecse Sea atached shegt —

continue on a separate sheet if necessary

If your representation is seeking a change to the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document, do you
consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?

D No, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination

D Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination

If you have selected ‘No’, your representation(s) will still be considered by the independent Planning Inspector by
way of written representations.

If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this to be
necessary:

if you wish to be notified of future stages of plan preparation, please tick the appropriate box(es) below:
Submission for Examination
anspector’s Report Publication
Eﬂ/doption
Please notify me by:
|:| Post
Email

Please Note: The Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who have
indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

Signature: {: ( MéNT) Date: 1 2. O49 . LoD
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Mr. Don Noble

CP3: Supporting the Settlement Hierarchy
Our client supports the approach in Policy CP3 to allow development within
or adjacent each settlement’s Development Limifts.

Harmby has capacity within its current Development Limits to accommodate
some future growth but also has land adjocent the Development Limit
(including land owned by my client — see attached plan) which could
become available to meet the future needs of the settlement during the Pian
period.

Comments in support of Core Strategy Proposed Subbmission
Policies SP2, SP4, LWSS, CP3, CPé
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PART B - Your representation(s)
Please use a separate form for each representation

Name/Organisation: meg. DoN NolL<e

Q1 To which part of the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document does this representation relate?
(Spatial Principle, Sub Area Strategy or Core Policy)

Policy number (e.g. SP2, CRSS or CP8) < P&

Page/paragraph number(s)

Please Note: Your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting
information necessary to fully support/justify the representation and the suggested change, as there will not
normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations. After this stage, further submissions will
be only at the request of the Inspector, based on the matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

Q2 Do you consider the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document is ...?
Yes No Don't know

(a) Legally compliant B D D
®Soiinat- - ¥ O [

If you answered ‘No’ to (a) or (b) above, please continue to Q3, otherwise continue to Q5

Q3 Do you consider the Core Strategy unsound because it is NOT...? (please refer to guidance notes)

l:‘ Consistent with national policy

D Positively prepared

Please give details of why you consider the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document is not legally
compliant or is unsound. Please be as precise as possible:

continue on a separate sheet if necessary





Q4 Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Document legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test you have identified at Q3 where this relates to
soundness. You need to say why this change will make the Core Strategy 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:

continue on a separate sheet if necessary
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Q5 If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Document, please use the space below to set out your comments:

Please see mtached shogl —

continue on a separate sheet if necessary

If your representation is seeking a change to the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document, do you
consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?

I:} No, | do not wish to participate at the oral examination

D Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination

If you have selected ‘No’, your representation(s) will still be considered by the independent Planning Inspector by
way of written representations.

If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this to be
necessary:

If you wish to be notified of future stages of plan preparation, please tick the appropriate box(es) below:
Submission for Examination
@spector’s Report Publication
Igﬂ/doption
Please notify me by:
[:] Post
Email

Please Note: The Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who have
indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

Signature: [ ( MéNT) Date: 12 . O4 . L0107
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Mr. Don Noble

CPé: Providing affordable housing

Our client supports the approach in Policy CPé to make provision for
affordable housing on rural exceptions sites where there is a proven local
affordable housing need.

Our client owns land immediately adjacent to the current Development Limit
in Harmby which would be ideally suited for the provision of affordable
housing being within walking distance of the Local Service Centre of Leyburn
as well as having access to services in the village including a regular bus
service.

Comments in support of Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Policies SP2, SP4, LWSS, CP3, CPé6
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Richmondshire District Council
Local Plan Core Strategy
Proposed Submission
August 2012
Representations Form

Please read the quidance notes before completing this form

This form comprises two parts:
Part A: Personal details
Part B: Your representation(s)

Both Part A and Part B of this form need to be completed in order for your representation(s) to
be valid. Please complete a separate sheet (Part B) for each representation you wish to
make. Further copies of this form can be downloaded from
www.richmondshire.gov.uk/localplan.aspx . You do not need to fill out Part A for each
representation, provided that all representations made are securely attached.

Your completed form must be returned to the following address to reach us no later than 4pm
on Friday 14 September 2012:

Planning Policy, Richmondshire District Council, Swale House, Frenchgate,
Richmond, DL10 4JE

Alternatively, you can email: localplan@richmondshire.gov.uk and submit this form as an
attachment.

Please note, all representations will be made available for public inspection on our website
www.richmondshire.gov.uk/localplan.aspx with personal details (i.e. email address, telephone
number and signature) removed.

Part A — Personal details

Your Details Agent’s Details
Title Mr
First name Russell
Last name Hall
Job title (if applicable) Principal Planner
Work/organisation (if Taylor Wimpey Strategic | England & Lyle Ltd
applicable) Land
Address Gateway House
C/0O Agent 55 Coniscliffe Road
Darlington
Postcode DL3 7EH
Telephone No. (01325) 469236
Email address info@england-lyle.co.uk




http://www.richmondshire.gov.uk/localplan.aspx

mailto:localplan@richmondshire.gov.uk

http://www.richmondshire.gov.uk/localplan.aspx
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Part B - Your representation

Please use a separate sheet for each representation.

Name/Organisation England & Lyle Ltd

Q1.To which part of the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document does
this representation relate? (Spatial Principle, Sub Area Strategy or Core Policy)

Policy number (e.g. SP2, CRSS or Spatial Principles— Policy SP4
CP8) Scale and Distribution and Housing

Page/paragraph number(s) Page 23 - 25

Please note: Your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence
and supporting information necessary to fully support/justify the representation and
the suggested change, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make
further representations. After this stage, further submissions will be only at the
request of the Inspector, based on the matters and issues he/she identifies for
examination.

Q2. Do you consider the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document is...?

(a) Legally Yes No Don't X
compliant Know
(b) Sound Yes No X Don't

Know

If you answered ‘No’ to (a) or (b) above, please continue to Q3, otherwise continue to

Q5.

Q3. Do you consider the Core Strategy is unsound because it is not: (please refer to the
guidance notes)

(a) Justified X
(b) Effective

(c) Consistent with national policy X
(d) Positively prepared X

Please give details of why you consider the Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Document is not legally compliant or is unsound. Please be as precise as possible:

INTRODUCTION

The tone for the Council’s approach to development across the District over the plan period
is set out in Strategic Objectives A & B on Page 12 of the Core Strategy Submission. Objective
A advises that the change in the District over the plan period should reflect the needs of the
area and its ‘relative lack of potential for growth’. This approach is not justified in any detail

within the Core Strategy Document and indeed contradicts earlier findings of the Council’s






9115

Search Areas & Strategic Direction of Development Papers (September 2011) which
identified significant areas for growth, particularly within and around Catterick Garrison. The

Core Strategy is not planned positively.

The National Planning Planning Policy Framework, at Section 6 (Delivering a Wide Choice of
High Quality Homes) it makes explicit that local planning authorities should ‘boost

significantly the supply of housing’ through a number of means, including:-

‘use their evidence base to ensure that their Local Plan meets the full, objectively
assessed needs of market and affordable housing in the housing market area, as
far as consistent with the policies set out in this Framework, including key sites which
are critical to the delivery of the housing strategy over the plan period’ (Paragraph

47 NPPF (2012))

RICHMONDSHIRE MARKET & AFFORDABLE HOUSING REQUIREMENT (SCALE OF HOUSING

DEVELOPMENT)

The Council acknowledges at Section 4.6.5 (Page 67) of the Core Strategy Submission Draft
that the North Yorkshire SHMA 2011 identifies that there is an estimated need for 260
affordable dwellings per annum over the next 5 years based on both the existing and future
demand. Notwithstanding this the Core Strategy seeks only to make provision for 180
dwellings (market & affordable) per annum over the plan period with an affordable housing
requirement, set out in draft Policy CP6 (Page 66), ranging between 30 — 40% dependent

upon the Sub Area.

The overall housing requirements (annual requirement for 180 dwellings) appears to be
based entirely on population estimates form this point forward and does not take into
account the ‘pent up’ demand/need or ‘backlog’ for housing resulting from low levels of
affordable and market housing delivery over recent years. The NYSHMA demonstrates, that
taking into existing/immediate need (‘backlog’) and future requirements, an average of 260
dwellings per annum would need to be delivered over the next 5 years. Once the backlog is
cleared the need would be for around 156 dwellings per annum (net) — almost the same as

the total housing requirement being sought by the draft Core Strategy.

Presuming that that 180 (net) new dwellings are delivered per annum and are complaint
with Policy CP6 (Providing Affordable Housing) in respect of affordable delivery , this will

amount to 71 affordable dwellings per annum which represents 28.5% of the identified
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affordable housing need for the next 5 years. If the affordable backlog were addressed, 180
dwellings per annum would only deliver 45% of the future affordable housing requirement

(net).

The Council’s Local Plan will not meet the full and objectively assessed needs of market

and affordable housing in the housing market area, it is therefore in_conflict with national

policy and not positively prepared. It is therefore unsound.

There is no reasoned justification provided for the assertion ‘it is unlikely that new
development will ever met the demand for affordable housing’ (page 67). There is no
evidence or justification that demonstrates that planning for a greater number of houses to
achieve greater amounts of affordable housing, or other alternatives (noting that the Council
have acknowledged that there is insufficient public funding to deliver affordable housing
schemes), would result in circumstances that would fundamentally conflict with the policies
within the National Planning Policy Framework. The Core Strategy is not justified in this

respect.

The suggestion from the outset of the Core Strategy (Strategic Objective A (Page 12) that the
overall change in Richmondshire should reflect the lack of potential for growth. It would
appear (see Strategic Objective D page 13) that this is very much directed at the historic built

and natural environment around the town of Richmond which is constrained.

Richmond is however only one of the Principal Towns. It is clear that the Garrison Area, the
other Principal Town, is the key location for growth across the plan period. Morover, and as
identified in the Council’s evidence base documents (see Hipswell, Scotton and Colburn
Development Search Areas & Strategic Direction of Development Paper September 2011)
there are extensive parcels of land within and around the entire Garrison Area suitable for
development. In particular, there are viable greenfield sites that will provide a significant
amounts of housing whilst meet all affordable housing and infrastructure requirements. The
viability constraints of brownfield sites in the poorer sub-housing market areas of the
Garrison, and indeed elsewhere, are, based on experience, unlikely to deliver the level of

affordable housing required.

The final directions of growth taken forward by the Council, as set out in the Core Strategy
Submission (see Figure 8 page 37) were not the only areas considered suitable for

development. Instead, the Strategic Development Growth Areas are those identified by the
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Council that would accommodate the Council’s proposed development requirements over

the plan period and are not the only appropriate areas for development.

In real, and policy, terms the Garrison Area is relatively unconstrained in landscape, historic
and environmental designations. Morover, subject to appropriate mitigation, there is

appropriate infrastructure to accommodate a very significant scale of development.

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Q4. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the Core Strategy
Proposed Submission Document legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test
you have identified at Q3 where this relates to soundness. You need to say why this
change will make the Core Strategy 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:

The housing requirements set out in Policy SP4 should be increased to approximately 600
dwellings for the first 5 years of the plan (to address the affordable housing backlog) and
thereafter 347 dwellings per annum for the remainder of the plan period to address

affordable and market needs.

The suggested quantum of development, coupled with the affordable housing requirement
as set out in Policy CP6 (Providing Affordable Housing), will allow for the Core Strategy to
meet the full, objectively assessed needs for market and affordable housing in the housing
market area in a manner which is consistent with the policies set out in the National

Planning Policy Framework.

The Strategic Development Growth Area Diagram for Richmond and Catterick Garrison
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(Figure 8) should be amended to increase the extent of the Strategic Development Growth
Area in the Garrison Area to accommodate the required amount of development in this

Principal Town consistent with the proposed distribution of development.

Extract from Hipswell, Scotton and Colburn (Catterick Garrison): Development Search Areas and Strategic Directions of
Development Paper (2011)

Subject to refinement, it is clear from the assessment of Pro’s and Con’s as set out in the
Council’s Hipswell, Scotton and Colburn (Catterick Garrison): Development Search Areas and
Strategic Directions of Development Paper (2011) that a significant portion of land in the
Area B - North and East of Colburn/Walkerville, in particular the land directly to the north of
Catterick Road (as identified below), could provide a sustainable and logical housing site
within the Garrison Area without undermining or significantly conflicting with the

requirements of the NPPF or any historical, landscape or ecological designations.
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Extract from Hipswell, Scotton and Colburn (Catterick Garrison): Development Search Areas and Strategic Directions of
Development Paper (2011)

In addition, the development of the site would not affect the character or setting of Colburn

Hall, Colburn Village or Colburn Farm and would maintain a significant separation between

Colburn and Hipswell.

The development of the site would accord with the aspirations and details of the Central
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Richmondshire Spatial Strategy (CRSS) in respect of the strategic growth of Catterick

Garrison and all other relevant proposed Core Policies.

The above-mentioned approach will ensure that the Core Strategy Local Plan is:-

Positively Prepared — The proposals will set out a strategy which seeks to meet the
objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements of the plan area including

tackling the significant affordable housing shortfalls of the District.

Justified — The above-mentioned proposal would be the most appropriate strategy by
providing significant amounts of development land, across a range of relatively
unconstrained sites, providing the right amount of development to meet the identified need

of the plan area.

The proposed approach of the Council to affordable and market housing delivery has not
evolved through a thorough assessment of alternatives. The Core Strategy submission draft
provides no logical justification, having regard to national planning policy, why any approach

other than meeting the full and identified needs of the plan area should be adopted.

Effective — The land and quantum of development suggested above will assist in meeting the
identified development needs of the District in a viable and deliverable manner in the short

to medium term.

Consistent with National Policy — the amount of housing development suggested above will
ensure that the Local Plan meets the full, objectively assessed needs for market and

affordable housing in the housing market area (Paragraph 47 of the NPPF).

Moreover, the delivery of significant scale of development at Catterick Garrison (the main
Principal Town for development), in our professional view, will fully accord with the policies
set out within the National Planning Policy Framework, in particular in respect of delivering a

wide choice of high quality homes.

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)
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Q5. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Core Strategy
Proposed Submission Document, please use the space below to set out your
comments:

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)
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If your representation is seeking a change to the Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Document, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the
examination?

No, | do not wish to participate at the oral examination

Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination X

If you have selected ‘No’, your representation(s) will still be considered by the
independent Planning Inspector by way of written representations.

If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you
consider this to be necessary:

To be party to the discussions on the matters set out within this representation and to
expand on the points raised if considered necessary/helpful by the Council or the

Planning Inspector.

If you wish to be notified of future stages of plan preparation, please tick the
appropriate box(es) below.

Submission for Examination X Notify me by: (please tick)
Inspector’'s Report Publication X Post
Adoption X Email X

Please Note: The Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to
hear those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the
examination.

Signhature: R Hall

Date: 14/09/2012
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Richmondshire District Council
Local Plan Core Strategy
Proposed Submission
August 2012
Representations Form

Please read the quidance notes before completing this form

This form comprises two parts:
Part A: Personal details
Part B: Your representation(s)

Both Part A and Part B of this form need to be completed in order for your representation(s) to
be valid. Please complete a separate sheet (Part B) for each representation you wish to
make. Further copies of this form can be downloaded from
www.richmondshire.gov.uk/localplan.aspx . You do not need to fill out Part A for each
representation, provided that all representations made are securely attached.

Your completed form must be returned to the following address to reach us no later than 4pm
on Friday 14 September 2012:

Planning Policy, Richmondshire District Council, Swale House, Frenchgate,
Richmond, DL10 4JE

Alternatively, you can email: localplan@richmondshire.gov.uk and submit this form as an
attachment.

Please note, all representations will be made available for public inspection on our website
www.richmondshire.gov.uk/localplan.aspx with personal details (i.e. email address, telephone
number and signature) removed.

Part A — Personal details

Your Details Agent’s Details
Title Mr
First name Russell
Last name Hall
Job title (if applicable) Principal Planner
Work/organisation (if Mr A. Spier & Mr R. Congreve England & Lyle Ltd
applicable)
Address Gateway House
C/O Agent 55 Coniscliffe Road
Darlington
Postcode DL3 7EH
Telephone No. (01325) 469236
Email address info@england-lyle.co.uk




http://www.richmondshire.gov.uk/localplan.aspx

mailto:localplan@richmondshire.gov.uk

http://www.richmondshire.gov.uk/localplan.aspx
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Part B - Your representation

Please use a separate sheet for each representation.

Name/Organisation England & Lyle Ltd

Q1.To which part of the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document does this
representation relate? (Spatial Principle, Sub Area Strategy or Core Policy)

Policy number (e.g. SP2, CRSS or CP8) | Spatial Principles— Policy SP4
Scale and Distribution and Housing

Page/paragraph number(s) Page 23 - 25

Please note: Your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence
and supporting information necessary to fully support/justify the representation and
the suggested change, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make
further representations. After this stage, further submissions will be only at the
request of the Inspector, based on the matters and issues he/she identifies for
examination.

Q2. Do you consider the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document is...?

(a) Legally Yes No Don't X
compliant Know
(b) Sound Yes No X Don’t

Know

If you answered ‘No’ to (a) or (b) above, please continue to Q3, otherwise continue to

Q5.

Q3. Do you consider the Core Strategy is unsound because it is not: (please refer to the
guidance notes)

(a) Justified X
(b) Effective

(c) Consistent with national policy X
(d) Positively prepared X

Please give details of why you consider the Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Document is not legally compliant or is unsound. Please be as precise as possible:

INTRODUCTION

The tone for the Council’s approach to development across the District over the plan period is set out
in Strategic Objectives A & B on Page 12 of the Core Strategy Submission. Objective A advises that the
change in the District over the plan period should reflect the needs of the area and its ‘relative lack of
potential for growth’. This approach is not justified in any detail within the Core Strategy Document
and indeed contradicts earlier findings of the Council’s Search Areas & Strategic Direction of

Development Papers (September 2011) which identified significant areas for growth. The Core
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Strategy is not planned positively.

The National Planning Planning Policy Framework, at Section 6 (Delivering a Wide Choice of High
Quality Homes). It makes explicit that local planning authorities should ‘boost significantly the supply

of housing’ through a number of means, including:-

‘use their evidence base to ensure that their Local Plan meets the full, objectively assessed
needs of market and affordable housing in the housing market area, as far as consistent
with the policies set out in this Framework, including key sites which are critical to the

delivery of the housing strategy over the plan period’ (Paragraph 47 NPPF (2012))’

RICHMONDSHIRE MARKET & AFFORDABLE HOUSING REQUIREMENT (SCALE OF HOUSING
DEVELOPMENT)

The Council acknowledges at Section 4.6.5 (Page 67) of the Core Strategy Submission Draft that the
North Yorkshire SHMA 2011 identifies that there is an estimated need for 260 affordable dwellings
per annum over the next 5 years based on both the existing and future demand. Notwithstanding this
the Core Strategy seeks only to make provision for 180 dwellings (market & affordable) per annum
over the plan period with an affordable housing requirement, set out in draft Policy CP6 (Page 66),

ranging between 30 — 40% dependent upon the Sub Area.

The overall housing requirements (annual requirement for 180 dwellings) appears to be based
entirely on population estimates form this point forward and does not take into account the ‘pent up’
demand or the ‘backlog’ for additional housing resulting from low levels of affordable and market
housing delivery over recent years. The NYSHMA demonstrates, that taking into account existing need
(i.e the‘backlog’) and future requirements, an average of 260 affordable dwellings per annum would
need to be delivered over the next 5 years. Once the backlog is cleared the affordable need would be
for around 156 dwellings per annum (net) — almost the same as the total housing requirement being

sought by the draft Core Strategy.

Presuming that that 180 (net) new dwellings are delivered per annum and are complaint with Policy
CP6 (Providing Affordable Housing) this will deliver 71 affordable dwellings per annum which only
28.5% of the identified affordable housing need for the next 5 years. If the affordable backlog were
addressed, the proposed 180 dwellings per annum would only deliver 45% of the future affordable

housing requirement (net) over the plan period.

The Council’s Local Plan will not meet the full and objectively assessed needs of market and

affordable housing in the housing market area, it is therefore in conflict with national policy and not

positively prepared. It is therefore unsound.

There is no reasoned justification provided for the assertion ‘it is unlikely that new development will
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ever met the demand for affordable housing’ (page 67). There is no evidence or justification that
demonstrates that planning for a greater number of houses to achieve greater amounts of affordable
housing, or other alternatives, would result in circumstances that would fundamentally conflict with
the policies within the National Planning Policy Framework. The Core Strategy is not justified in this

respect.

The suggestion from the outset of the Core Strategy (Strategic Objective A (Page 12) is that the overall
change in Richmondshire should reflect the lack of potential for growth. It would appear (see
Strategic Objective D page 13) that this is very much directed at the historic built and natural

environment around the town of Richmond and its constraints to development.

Richmond is however only one of the Principal Towns. It is clear that the Garrison Area, the other
Principal Town, along with other Towns and Service Villages provide opportunity for significant
development and growth also. There is no evidence put forward by the Local Planning Authority to
demonstrate that there is, having regard to appropriate national policy and a detailed assessments of
constraints and opportunities of each settlement, that there is in reality a ‘lack of potential for

growth’.

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Q4. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the Core Strategy
Proposed Submission Document legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test
you have identified at Q3 where this relates to soundness. You need to say why this
change will make the Core Strategy 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:

The housing requirements/targets set out in Policy SP4 should be increased to approximately 600
dwellings for the first 5 years of the plan (to address the affordable housing backlog) and thereafter
347 dwellings per annum for the remainder of the plan period to address the identified affordable

and market needs.
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The suggested quantum of development, coupled with the affordable housing requirement, as set out
in Policy CP6 (Providing Affordable Housing), will allow for the Core Strategy to meet the full,
objectively assessed needs for market and affordable housing in the housing market area in a manner

which is consistent with the policies set out in the National Planning Policy Framework.

The ‘Strategic Development Growth Area Diagram’ for Richmond and Catterick Garrison (Figure 8)
should be amended to increase the extent of the Strategic Development Growth Area in the Garrison
Area and in turn acknowledge the need for proportionate increases (in accordance with the proposed

distribution of housing) in Leyburn, Primary and Secondary Service Villages in Table 3 page 25.

Given the key role of Primary Service Villages in the delivery of the Council’s Strategic Objectives we
would suggest that areas of growth/key sites within Primary Service Villages are also identified in the
Core Strategy. This approach would be consistent with Paragraph 47 (Bullet Point 1) of the NPPF
which requires local planning authorities to ‘boost significantly the supply of housing’ in a number of

ways, including:-

‘use their evidence base to ensure that their Local Plan meets the full, objectively assessed
needs of market and affordable housing in the housing market area, as far as consistent with

the policies set out in this Framework, including key sites which are critical to the delivery of

the housing strategy over the plan period’ (Paragraph 47 NPPF (2012))’

The provision of such areas of growth or specific sites will provide certainty within the market and
reduce the prospect of speculative development proposals in inappropriate locations or no

development proposals at all.

As set out previously in our considered response to the Local Strategy Statement Consultation in
March 2011, the land owned by Mr Speir & Mr Congreve at Middleton Tyas (see below) provides an
opportunity to - address local market and affordable housing need; safeguard and enhance existing
services and facilities by way of increased use and provide a genuine opportunity to safeguard and
enhance local quality of life, enhance the local environment and enhance the historic characteristics

and qualities of the settlement.
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The land in question has already been considered as part of a wider site within the previous SHLAA

(Site 135) with a positive outcome.

Mindful of the scale of development that will be apportioned to Primary Service Villages in North
Richmondshire in the emerging Core Strategy, it is our firm view that this site, represents the most
suitable and deliverable site (in environmental, historic, visual and sustainable terms) in Middleton
Tyas for development that will bolster and enhance its role of the village as a Primary Service Village

to serve its wider rural catchment.

In addition, to the delivery of housing to assist in safeguarding and enhancing the existing services
and facilities in the village by way of a slightly increased population, the site offers an opportunity to
assist in addressing a number of longstanding local issues as well as bringing wider community

benefits to the village.

The scheme could also incorporate the provision of a well landscaped overspill car park to serve the
School and the community facilities therein. Officers may be aware that at peak times Kneeton Lane is
subject to local congestion around the Primary School. This parking area would alleviate this issue to

the wider benefit of the village.
The development of this viable site at an appropriate scale, subject to appropriate high quality
detailing, would sit comfortably within the built and historic context of the village and the wider

landscape.

The development of the site would accord with the aspirations and details of the North

Richmondshire Spatial Strategy (NRSS) and all other relevant proposed Core Policies.

The above-mentioned approach will ensure that the Core Strategy Local Plan is:-
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Positively Prepared — The proposals will set out a strategy which seeks to meet the objectively
assessed development and infrastructure requirements of the plan area including tackling the

significant affordable housing shortfalls of the District.

Justified — The above-mentioned proposal would be the most appropriate strategy by providing
significant amounts of development land, across a range of relatively unconstrained sites, providing

the right amount of development to meet the identified need of the plan area.

The proposed approach of the Council to affordable and market housing delivery has not evolved
through a thorough assessment of alternatives. The Core Strategy submission draft provides no logical
justification, having regard to national planning policy, why any approach other than meeting the full

and identified needs of the plan area should be adopted.

Effective — The land and quantum of development suggested above will assist in meeting the
identified development needs of the District in a viable and deliverable manner in the short to

medium term.

Consistent with National Policy — the amount of housing development suggested above will ensure
that the Local Plan meets the full, objectively assessed needs for market and affordable housing in the

housing market area (Paragraph 47 of the NPPF).

Moreover, the delivery of significant (larger) scale of development at Catterick Garrison (the main
Principal Town for development) and in turn the Primary and Secondary Service Villages, in our
professional view, will fully accord with the policies set out within the National Planning Policy

Framework, in particular in respect of delivering a wide choice of high quality homes.

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Q5. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Core Strategy
Proposed Submission Document, please use the space below to set out your
comments:
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(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)
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If your representation is seeking a change to the Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Document, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the
examination?

No, | do not wish to participate at the oral examination

Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination X

If you have selected ‘No’, your representation(s) will still be considered by the
independent Planning Inspector by way of written representations.

If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you
consider this to be necessary:

To be party to the discussions on the matters set out within this representation and to expand on the

points raised if considered necessary/helpful by the Council or the Planning Inspector.

If you wish to be notified of future stages of plan preparation, please tick the
appropriate box(es) below.

Submission for Examination X Notify me by: (please tick)
Inspector’'s Report Publication X Post
Adoption X Email X

Please Note: The Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to
hear those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the
examination.

Signature: R Hall

Date: 14/09/2012
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14 September 2012

Our ref: 60767

ENGLAND

John Hiles

Planning Policy Officer

Planning Policy Customer

Richmondshire District Council Services

Swale House Hornbeam House

Frenchgate Crewe Business

Richmond Park Electra

DL10 4JE Way Crewe
Cheshire CW1
6GJ

BY EMAIL ONLY T 0300 060 3900

Dear John

Richmondshire Local Plan Core Strategy — submission draft
Thank you for your consultation dated 3 August 2012, which we received on the same date.

Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory purpose is to ensure that the natural
environment is conserved, enhanced, and managed for the benefit of present and future generations,
thereby contributing to sustainable development.

Overview

We are pleased to note that a number of comments we made during earlier rounds of consultation
have been taken into consideration during plan preparation. For example, the incorporation of green
infrastructure within CP1 responding to climate change.

We do not have fundamental concerns about the soundness of the submission draft in respect of those
aspects upon which we are able to comment.

However, there are certain elements of the submission draft where we suggest there is still scope for
improvement. For example, in order to increase effectiveness or consistency with national policy.
These are covered in the comments below.

Detailed comments
Core policy CP2: Achieving sustainable development

References to promoting the quality of natural resources and protection of the Best and Most Versatile
agricultural land are welcome. However, there is no direct reference to soils. We recommend the
Council considers making such reference, which would be more consistent with National Planning
Policy Guidance (NPPF) (paragraph 109) “The planning system should contribute to and enhance the
natural and local environment by . . protecting and enhancing soils . .”

The policy states that “development should utilise previously developed land first (brownfield land)
where that land is in a sustainable location . .”. On occasion such sites may have significant biodiversity
or geological interest. That is recognised in NPPF (paragraph 111) “Planning policies and decisions

Page 1 of 3

Please send consultations via email to: consultations@naturalengland.org.uk
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should encourage the effective use of land by re-using land that has been previously developed
(brownfield land), provided that it is not of high environmental value.” We recommend the Council
considers inserting text to more clearly embed this requirement within the plan.

Core Policy CP4: Supporting sites for development

The reference to landscape character in this policy is supported. Another important landscape attribute
in certain areas is tranquillity. NPPF (paragraph 123) advises “ Planning policies and decisions should
aim to... identify and protect areas of tranquillity which have remained relatively undisturbed by noise
and are prized for their recreational and amenity value for this reason.” It is not clear to us how far the
Council has considered tranquillity as part of the plan preparation process. We recommend it consider
whether the inclusion of reference to the protection of the tranquillity, in areas such as the AONB,
would be appropriate.

Core policy CP12: Conserving and Enhancing Environmental and Historic Assets

The NPPF advises (paragraph 113) that “distinctions should be made between the hierarchy of
international, national and locally designated sites, so that protection is commensurate with their status
and gives appropriate weight to their importance and the contribution that they make to wider
ecological networks”. As currently drafted the policy and supporting does not make clear distinction
between, for example, international, national and locally designated sites. We recommend the Council
consider amending the text to reflect such distinction.

The submission draft does not appear to be accompanied by a proposals map and does not appear to
map components of the local ecological network in terms of existing assets or restoration and creation
opportunities. That would appear to be contrary to the advice of the NPPF (paragraph 117) “To
minimise impacts on biodiversity and geodiversity, planning policies should... identify and map
components of the local ecological networks, including the hierarchy of international, national and
locally designated sites of importance for biodiversity, wildlife corridors and stepping stones that
connect them and areas identified by local partnerships for habitat restoration or creation.” We
recommend the Council amends the plan so as to map the components of the local ecological network
and key restoration and creation opportunities.

The NPPF (paragraph 152) outlines the “mitigation hierarchy” - the avoidance of adverse impacts
wherever possible, followed by mitigation and, as a last resort, where adequate mitigation measures
are not possible, compensatory measures. We recommend the Council considers re-drafting the policy
to more clearly reflect this hierarchy. For example, under point 2: “2. Where avoidance of adverse
impacts is not possible, necessary mitigation must be provided to address potential harmful
implications of development. Where adequate mitigation measures are not possible, compensatory
measures will be required.”

The references to the various local and regional biodiversity strategies and action plans are welcome.
However, it is not clear whether the support these for amounts to the achieving the net gains for nature
referred to in the NPPF (paragraph 9) “Pursuing sustainable development involves seeking positive
improvements in the quality of the built, natural and historic environment as well as in people’s quality
of life, including (but not limited to)... moving from a net loss of bio-diversity to achieving net gains for
nature.” We recommend the Council consider the addition of an unequivocal reference to achieving a
net gain for nature.

Table 6: Local Plan Infrastructure Delivery Plan Projects

Paragraph 5.24 explains that significant open spaces and green corridors are identified in the Local
Plan Core Strategy to ensure their maintenance and improvement. However, we note that Table 6
listing infrastructure delivery projects does not appear to include any green infrastructure projects.
NPPF (paragraph 114) explains local planning authorities should “set out a strategic approach in their
Local Plans, planning positively for the creation, protection, enhancement and management of

Page 2 of 3
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networks of biodiversity and green infrastructure”. We recommend the Council considers the need to
include specific green infrastructure improvements within Table 6 to ensure that the needs referred to
elsewhere within the plan are followed through in practice.

Table 7: Spatial Principles and Core Policies: Indicators and Targets

We note the only biodiversity/geology indicator under Policy CP12 is “Change in priority habitats and
species and areas designated for their environment value or geology”. We would appreciate further
explanation as to precisely what will be measured and whether the aim is to correlate any change
observed with the effects of the plan?

Habitats Regulations Assessment

The Habitats Regulations Assessment (June 20120) did identify the potential for significant effects in
respect of a number of policies (e.g. recreational pressure on the North Pennine Moors SAC and SPA)
but these were subsequently ruled out - partly as a result of the provisions of paragraph 4.12.13
requiring development with the potential to adversely affect the integrity of international sites (alone or
in combination) to demonstrate that the legislative provisions to protect such sites can be fully met.

We encourage the Council to keep the various types of impacts identified under review in future -
where necessary in partnership with neighbouring Councils. It is important that the effects are well
understood and monitored so that any more detailed mitigations that may be required at project level
(to comply with paragraph 4.12.13) or at plan level, in future, can be put into effect.

Thank you for your consideration. For any queries relating to this consultation you are welcome to
contact me directly - telephone: 0300 060 2010 or email: david.westbrook@naturalengland.org.uk. For
all other consultations and correspondence, please contact the above address.

Yours sincerely

David Westbrook
Land Use Operations

Page 3 of 3
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STANTON MORTIMER

PROPERTY CONSULTANTS

u' Rural
Residential
Commercial
Your Ref:
80/81 High Street
Our Ref: JWGC/JT-D/SMBuUs Northallerton
Please quote our reference on all correspondence North Yorkshire
DL7 8EG
d Hiles Esq Tel 01609 781234
: x ; e
giﬁggrﬁozggcy Officer Fax 01609 778998
[ o re AT TR PO h
RICHMOND ; L arspn ST T RICT COU!C“- northallerton-c@stantonmortimer.co.uk
DL10 4JE i www.stantonmortimer.co.uk
i
24 August 2012 " 59 AUG 2012
Dear Mr Hiles - s
i
Core Policy CP6: Providing Affordable Housing————

Thank you for taking the trouble to write a personal letter dated 21 August 2012,

Please do consider my letter re the soundness of the core strategy and | apologise it was not
put on your official representation form.

In a nutshell there is no requirement for any tax to be imposed upon the building of new
properties within the countryside in Richmondshire. Every programme one listens to there is
emphasis that a major house re-building programme should be started to get the Country out of
recession — putting a gigantic penalty on each building plot is hardly the way forward.

Yours sincerely

J W G Cameron FRICS
Director
RICS Registered Valuer

A(jmucwayéf,yh 5/4/&
E:\Letters\Misc\098-1208031 - RDC.doc

Stanton Mortimer Ltd, Registered Office, 1a Meal Markel, Hexham, Northumberland NE46 INF » Registered in England No. 5346678
Regulated by RICS





9118
STANTON MORTIMER

PROPERTY CONSULTANTS

Rural
Residential
Commercial
Your Ref:
80/81 High Street
Our Ref: JWGC/JT-D/SMBus Nortlflgaueriii]
Please quote our reference on all correspondence Worth Vorkilie
DL7 8EG
Planning Policies
Swale House Fax 01609 778998
RICHMOND e
DL10 4JE northallerton-c@stantonmortimer.co.uk

www.stantonmortimer.co.uk

13 August 2012
Dear Sirs

Core Policy CP§6: Providing Affordable Housing

| have seen sight of the above policy and must admit to being confused. As | understand the
proposal it will be necessary for any house which is to be built in rural Richmondshire (but not the
National Park) to have a penalty payment made to the Local Authority of circa £40,000.

| practice as a chartered surveyor in North East England and at present the market is stagnant
and needs all help to get revitalised. It is startling to propose that a levy/tax of £40,000 per new
build property will have any positive effect other than to ensure the following:-

1 Houses are built within the urban fringes of Richmond which | understand, for some
reason, do not incur any tax penalty.

2 Prospective purchasers will acquire property outside Richmondshire where the tax
penalty is either non existent or not so high.

3. The sale price of the land will be significantly reduced which therefore means a potential
vendor is less likely to place land on the open market.

4, The sale price of any new house built in rural Richmondshire will be increased by
£40,000 which cannot exactly help the market or ensure a ready supply of new houses.

If we were living in an area dominated by socialists and left wing thinkers then the
policy would be fully understandable. However, it seems to go against the grain of the more
conservative/liberal thinking that appertains in Richmondshire.

Please record my total opposition to the imposition of the absurd policy CP6 : providing affordable
housing by way of a £40,000 levy per house built.

Yours faithfully

B
e

e

SNSTRR., =i

J W G Cameron FRICS j fes 1o AUG 2012
Director A
RICS Registered Valuer = .qmm‘

E:\Letters\Misc\099-1208014 - RDC.doc
Stanton Mortimer Ltd, Registered Office, 1a Meal Market, Hexham, Northumberland NE46 INF = Registered in England No. 5346678

Regulated by RICS
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Richmondshire District Council
Swale House

Frenchgate

Richmond

North Yorkshire

DL10 4JE

Planning Policy | RECD 03 SEP 2012 5
:

L £ B T A S U0 AL S50 T MR AR

Dear Sir / Madam

LDF Richmondshire Local Plan Core Strategy

Proposed Submission August 2012

Comments submitted on behalf of Castlevale Group Ltd and Mr & Mrs Sunter — Hill Top
Farm, Leyburn

We act on behalf of Castlevale Group Ltd and Mr & Mrs Sunter who have an interest in land at
Hill Top Farm, Leyburn and are therefore expressly interested in the future development
housing options pertinent to Leyburn.

We have previously submitted representations on behalf of Castlevale Group Ltd in October
2011 and June 2010 with regards ‘Additional Core Strategy Consultation: Control and release of
Sites for Development’ and ‘Preferred Core Strategy’ respectively.

Following the publication of your ‘Local Plan Core Strategy Proposed Submission’ document,
please find detailed below my comments with specific regard to ‘soundness’. Please also refer
to the enclosed completed Representations Form.

NPPF and the test of ‘Soundness’

Paragraph 182 of the NPPF relates to examination of Local Plans and that plans submitted for
examination should be ‘sound’. To be considered ‘sound’ the plan should be:

Positively Prepared

Justified;

Effective; and

Consistent with National Policy

Further details on soundness are set out below.

Paragraph 182 of the NPPF states:-

A local planning authority should submit a plan for examination which it considers is
“sound” — namely that it is:

. 0113 2459042 a: Atlas House, 31 King Street, Leeds, LS1 2HL
a: Alder Ho ise, Ni Tree Park. Boo a | Pt
w: www.idplanning

] the | ama Y fnirs AN 49 NN
oW dl'K oot ane, Lymm, Lnesnire, NA1T3 0GI

.CO.UK

Reaqisteraed in ENGLAND No: 052711472
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» Positively prepared — the plan should be prepared based on a strategy which
seeks to meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements,
including unmet requirements from neighbouring authorities where it is reasonable
to do so and consistent with achieving sustainable development.

e 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 strategic priorities; and

* Consistent with national policy — the plan should enable the delivery of
sustainable development in accordance with the policies in the Framework.

Having reviewed the Core Strategy (Proposed Submission) in the context of advice and
guidance set out in the NPPF, Castlevale Group Limited and Mr & Mrs Sunter consider it to be
sound on the basis that it (the Core Strategy):

o has been ‘positively prepared’ consistent with achieving sustainable development;

e is justified” in terms of setting out an appropriate strategy based on proportionate
evidence;

o s ‘effective’ in terms of deliverability over the period to 2028 with effective joint working
with neighbouring authorities (in particular Darlington, County Durham and Yorkshire
Dales National Park): and

* is ‘consistent with national policy’ in that it has been prepared in accordance with the
NPPF, in particular, its presumption in favour of sustainable development.

Castlevale Group Limited and Mr and Mrs Sunter therefore maintain their support for the Core
Strategy, and in particular to Policies SP1, SP2, SP4 and the Lower Wensleydale Spatial
Strategy (LWSS).

Spatial Principle SP1 identifies Lower Wensleydale as an area of modest growth, reflecting the
location of Leyburn within the sub-area, which has a substantial capability to support its rural
hinterland. ~ Castlevale Group therefore support the principles of promoting the majority of
development into Leyburn which is the principal settlement of Lower Wensleydale.

As regards Spatial Principle SP2 on settlement hierarchy, Castlevale Group supports the
recognition of the role Leyburn plays as a local service centre which serves the needs of its
surrounding sub-area and in particular providing appropriate levels of market and affordable
housing.

Castlevale Group Ltd also supports the spatial principles of SP4 on the scale and distribution of
housing development which recognises settlement hierarchy and the requirement to provide
circa 215 houses in Leyburn.

Castlevale Group Ltd also fully supports the Lower Wensleydale Spatial Strategy (LWSS)
particularly the preferred direction of strategic growth for housing in the area to the north and
nerth west of the town. This land is available and will ensure the key objectives of promoting
development in Leyburn are achieved.
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In relation to the core policies as set out in Chapter 4 of the proposed submission
Richmondshire Local Plan Core Strategy, Castlevale Group also support Care Policies CPQ,
CP2, CP3, CP4, CP6 and CP13.

Core Policy CPO entitled “Planning Positively” seeks to reflect the advice of the National
Planning Policy Framework and encourages applications that accord with the policies of this
Local Plan to be approved without delay. This consistent approach to reflect national guidance
is fully supported by Castlevale Group Ltd.

Core Policy CP3 seeks to support the settlement hierarchy with Core Policy CP4 seeking to
support sites for development which, in particular, reflect the terms of the scale and distribution
of development defined by Spatial Principles SP4 and SP5.

To that end, Castlevale Group and Mr and Mrs Sunter consider the submission documents to be
sound having due regard to the NPPF and the knowledge the objectives of the Core Strategy
can be met through the availability and deliverability of appropriate land.

I trust that the above and enclosed will be given your full attention and look forward to attending
and participating in the oral part of the examination.

Yours faithfully

Richard Irving BA (Hons) Dip TP MRTPI

Director

c.c: Castlevale Group Limited

enc — Completed Representations Form






Richmondshire District Council
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Proposed Submission
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Representations Form 5
Please read the quidance notes before completing this form
This form comprises two parts:
Part A - Personal details
Part B - Your representation(s)
Both Part A and Part B of this form need to be completed in order for your representation(s) to be valid. Please
compliete a separate sheet (Part B) for each representation you wish to make. Further copies of this form can be
downloaded from www.richmondshire.gov.uk/localplan.aspx
You do not need to fill out Part A for each representation, provided that ail representations made are securely
attached.
Your completed form must be returned to the following address to reach us no later than
4pm on Friday 14 September 2012:
Planning Policy
Richmondshire District Council
Swale House
Frenchgate
Richmond
DL10 4JE
Alternatively, you can email Iocalplan@richmondshire.gov.uk and submit this form as an attachment.
Please note, all representations will be made available for public inspection on our website
www.richmondshire.gov.ukflocalplan.apr with personal details (i.e. email address, telephone number and
signature) removed.
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PART B - Your representation(s) e ASHE S s \,

Please use a separate form for each representation

Name/Organisation: CAQ;TWVAUQ Ut AND MR 2. MRS SunNTen, 1

Q1 To which part of the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document does this representation relate?
(Spatial Principle, Sub Area Strategy or Core Policy)

Policy number (e.g. SP2, CRSS or CP8) |gp; 1 SPL ) SP4; LSS, PO ;CPL; ¢P3 1 CPY 5CP6 j CPI
Page/paragraph number(s) ] J

Please Note: Your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting
information necessary to fully support/justify the representation and the suggested change, as there will not

normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations. After this stage, further submissions will

be only at the request of the Inspector, based on the matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

Q2 Do you consider the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document is ...?
: Yes - No Don't know

(a) Legally compliant B/ ' D | D ,

If you answered ‘No’ to (a) or (b) above, p[eése continue to Q3, otherwise continue to Q5

Q3 Do you consider the Core Strategy unsound because it is NOT...? (please refer to guidance notes)
| Juustified ‘ Sk '
|| ertective
D Consistent with national policy

D Positively prepared

Please give details of why you consider the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document is not legally
compliant or is unsound. Please be as precise as possible:






Q4 Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the Core Strategy Propos&iﬂ@nission

- Document legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test you have identified at Q3 where this relates to
soundness. You need to say why this change will make the Core Strategy 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 poss_ible: 1






Q5 If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Core Strategy Proposed %lligsion
Document, please use the space below to set out your comments:

]
SEE ATT
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continue on a separate sheet if hecessary

If your representation is seeking a change to the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document, do you
consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?

D No, 1 do not wish to participate at the oral examination

m Yes, I wish to participate at the oral examination

If you have selected 'No', your representation(s) will still be considered by the independent Planning Inspector by
way of written representations.

If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please ouiline why you consider this to be
necessary:
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Local Plan Core Strategy
Proposed Submission
August 2012

Representations Form

;‘?fr:'" # =.'£ . L i') 21 e
Please read the guidance notes before completing this form PRECY . 1.0 oceP ZU1Z

S 1

This form comprises two parts:
Part A - Personal details ¥i
Part B - Your representation(s)

R
. i
1
H
i
?
L-ML...

Both Part A and Part B of this form need to be completed in order for your representation(s) to be valid. Please
complete a separate sheet (Part B) for each representation you wish to make. Further copies of this form can be
downloaded from www.richmondshire.gov.uk/localplan.aspx :

*u do not need to fill out Part A for each representation, provided that all representations made are securely
attached. - B o

Your completed form must be returned to the following address to reach us no later than
4pm on Friday 14 September 2012: S

Planning Policy
Richmondshire District Council
Swale House

Frenchgate

Richmond

DL10 4JE

Alternatively, you can email localplan@richmondshire.gov.uk and submit this form as an attachment.

Please note, all representations will be made available for public inspection on our website
www.richmondshire.gov.uk/localplan.aspx with personal details (i.e. email address, telephone number and

signature) removed.
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PART B - Your representation(s)
Please use a separate form for each representation
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Name/Organisation: 1

Q1 To which part of the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document does this representation relate?
(Spatial Principle, Sub Area Strategy or Core Policy) e e :

Policy number (e.g. SP2, CRSS or CP8)

Page/paragraph number(s) r

Please Note: Your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporiing
information necessary to fully support/justify the representation and the suggested change, as there will not
normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations. After this stage, further submissions will”~
be only at the request of the Inspector, based on the matters and issues he/she identifies for examination. :

Q2 Do you consider the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document is ...? :
Yes ' No  Don'tknow

(a) Legally compliant

g e

If you answered ‘No’ to (a) or'(t;j above, please continue to Q3, otherwise cdntinﬁe to Q5

Q3 Do you consider the Core Strategy unsound because itis NOT...? (please refer fo guidance notes)
' DJustiﬁed Rl edae. Ty s St
DEffectfve _ i S
D Consistent with national pbi;_'c ¥

DPosiﬁvéfy prepared : : > Oy
Please give details of why you c.énsider the Core Strategy Proposed Submission DQCument'is not legally
compliant or is unsound. Please be;as,pre_cise as possible: e

.

continue on a separate sheet if necaﬁaﬁrg._
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Q4 Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Document legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test you have identified at Q3 where this relates to
soundness. You need to say why this change will make the Core Strategy 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:
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Q5 If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Document, please use the space below to set out your comments:
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If your representation is seeking a change to the Core Strategy Proposed SmeISSIDn Document do you
consider it necessary to partimpate at the oral part of the examination?

D No, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination

D Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination

If you have selected "No’, your representation(s) will still be considered by the independent Planning Inspeétor by
way of written representations

if you wish to participate at the oral part of the exammat:on please outline why you con5|der this to be
necessary: :

If you wish to be notified of future stages of plan preparation, please tick the appropriate box(es) below:
D Submission for Examination
gﬂ'nspectors Report Publfcaﬁon
D Adoption ;
Please notify me by:
Bf—"ost :

|| Emait

Please Note: The Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who have
indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

Signature: E - - Date: (. .17 j
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Richmondshire District Council
Local Plan Core Strategy
Proposed Submission
August 2012

Representations Form

Please read the guidance notes before completing this form !
: [ ]

This form comprises two parts:
Part A - Personal details
Part B - Your representation(s)

Both Part A and Part B of this form need to be completed in order for your representation(s) to be valid. Please
complete a separate shes_et (Part B) for each representation you wish to make. Further copies of this form can be
downloaded from www.richmondshire.gov.uk/localplan.aspx

u do not need to fill out Part A for each representation, provided that all representations made are securely
aaached. ; e

Your completed form must be returned to the following address to reach us no later than
4pm on Friday 14 September 2012: 1

Planning Policy
Richmondshire District Council

Swale House

Frenchgate

Richmond
L10 4JE

Alternatively, you can email localplan@richmondshire.gov.uk and submit this form as an attachment.

Please note, all representations will be made available for public inspection on our website
www.richmondshire.gov.uk/localplan.aspx with personal details (i.e. email address, telephone number and

signature) removed.

L PART A - Personal details

YOUR DETAILS AGENT'S DETAILS

Title LR R AQALL

First name gd %Q,\] ’

Last name [ % I«'Q hgﬂd—{,

(if applicable)

Work/Organisation . _—

(if applicable)

Address \\ \*\OL.L \;—-‘c{,L.L..
LA Mo |
Nofotw oS -

Postcode { b Lo WL

Telephone no. ‘J

Email address ,_‘





9121

PART B - Your representation(s)
Please use a separate form for each representation

Name/Organisation:

Q1 To which part of the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document does this representation relate?
(Spatial Principle, Sub Area Strategy or Core Policy) : PR e

Policy number (e.g- SP2, CRSS or CP8)

Page/paragraph numbér(s)

Please Note: Your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting
information necessary to fully support/justify the representation and the suggested change, as there will not
normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations. After this stage, further submissions will
be only at the request of the Inspector, based on the matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

Q2 Do you consider the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document is ...?
' Yes . No . Don'tknow - - :

(a) Legally compliant ws @/ *: [:l N \:]

ZT . e

if you"'ah‘s'wered ‘No’ to (a) or ,(b')i éboi)ei, please continue to @3, otherwise continue to Q5

Q3. Do you consider the Core Strategy unsound because itis NOT...2 (please refer o guidance notes)
[ Joustifed e i E Rl R SR S L
- @

D Cohsfsfent with riatib‘nféz!- bblic;} - ey
DP@S&'&V@W prepared Fa

Please give details of why you consider the Core Sti‘a_tegy Propoéed Subrhissibn,D&’cument is not 'Iegally :
compliant or is unsound. Please be as precise as possible: B FralTe

continue on a separate sheet if necossary
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' Q4 Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Document legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test you have identified at Q3 where this relates to
soundness. You need to say why this change will make the Core Strategy 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

e &\M&eg e regclaa) on %3; s Q aun cansimsel j
E%wt) dnode bk Mol v the Pm@@%@o\ VRO ua
Lasade e Wore oo M’S(Bw}g NUEG R I WA NI VNS V8
3)@\:'\(& L Ko-u’«\% Yo \)n,\;w)nl peges Swsrapany s\
Heehield Cone L o M seacd enls over o vesk e
3 Heogdalls .
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Q5 If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Document, please use the space below to set out your comments:

C:w\:& &ama-_g A Q,\D.‘Q, :

continue on a separate sheet if necessary

If your representation is seeking a change to the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document, do you
consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination? : E

@No, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination

D Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination .

If you have selected ‘No’, your representation'(s) will still be considered by the independént Planning Inspector by
way of written representations. :

i you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this to be
necessary: o

if ymévy: to be notified of future stages of plan preparation, please tick the appropriate box(es) below:
Submission for Examination
Eﬂspector’s Report Fublication
'_—_l Adoption
Please notify me by:
ost
D Email

Please Note: The Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who have
indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

Signature: E Date: ’ 26 /s R/l ]










