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From: William & Audrey Grundy
Sent: 24 August 2012 15:33
To: GEN - Local Plan
Subject: CP6

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Completed

Dear Sir,| would like you to reconsider this policy decision which would penalise rural communities. Yours
faithfully,A.Grundy (Mrs).12,Westfields,Richmond.DL10 4DD
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From: Julia Stephenson [mailto:]
Sent: 02 September 2012 13:24
To: GEN - Local Plan

Subject: New build tax

Dear Sirs,

i am writing to object to the proposed new build tax on residential dwellings. | am a small business
owner and | know first hand how tough it is out there for everyone who is self employed. This kind
of tax will stifle the construction of new houses in the area and seems grossly unfair. | ask you to
reconsider.

Yours

Julia Stephenson

The Granary

Moulton

RichmonD

DL10 6QE

Sent from my iPad
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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.

'r 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

‘1 "'e

Mf

First name L&
Last name Unsomant
qotiite Alcndictvns,  TEcA~ i ns

(if appiicabie)

Work/Organisation
(if applicable)

Address i (LACE
@JC&L%‘57
LEyBue~

DLE S@F

Postcode

Telephone no.

I . B 7
Email address






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

9124

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)

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

Page/paragraph number(s) CD 6 ‘ Z

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 ' [:I D |Z[
(b) Sound | e | [A | [ ]

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)

[ Justified
Effective

I:I Consistent with national policy

|:| Positively prepared

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

MAnM NEU DV E I ENTS UTHid  licHnon 036ié DUTZ0T  Covn~iit

e fge v FAR BERATA . Cavo 7S  Aue  Sosde e

[ PO B8 T DBuite AU i~ 0t Cavusa T B4, (Hauve
Ty L€ Yo Alfaosns {310t Lit omLy i g2 THESE

NEU  DFUEmeS A (T rellS DEVEASE Tew ERAENAVE Ano

U S0 T A5 EE .

A& RS1dG A0 7né (Ack  pF  feot? eMET  mpdlT /7 Almait

L7

continue on a separate sheet if necessary






Q4 Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the Core Strategy Proposed Submissiofd124
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 3I(ou are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise

as possible:
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continue on a separate sheet if necessarv





Q5 If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Core Strategy Proposed SubmissionQ1] 24
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 fo 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:
Z Submission for Examination
E Inspector’s Report Publication
E Adoption
Please notify me by:
D Post
(V] 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: [ B Date: 9] ?‘/0 7 % 4






Planning Policy
Swale House
Richmond
North Yorkshire
DL104JE

Dear Sirs,

Wardmans Architectural Services

Hilarnie
Bellerby
Leyburn

North Yorkshire
DL8 5QP
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28th August 2012

1 am writing to express my concerns regarding the new development tax of £40k to be applied on all new
houses with a value in excess of £230,00.

e This new tax would make it more and more difficult and too costly to sustain building new

housing in the area. To do so, land prices would increase as would the houses being imposed
with this new tax in order for the builders to maintain suitable profits. And anyone building a
new house for themselves would more than certainly think twice before doing so.

The National Housing Federation, the Chartered Institute of Housing and Shelter recently joined
forces to publish a report that states, despite an increase in the number new builds, we are still
building less than half the number of homes that are required just to keep pace with demand.
This new tax would almost certainly stop new development in the area in its tracks, therefore
increasing the problem.

[f there is less and less new development, this would hinder growth of the local economy. Many
Builders and tradesmen are going bankrupt, as are more and more architects and designers, and
suppliers. The council should be looking at ways to improve the construction industry to increase
growth, not strangle it further,

For every new development there is at least a 1000 people in employment in order to construct
that development, from Architects to Builders to Structural Engineers to labourers to
steelworkers to tradesmen shops to material suppliers to joiners, to plumbers, to Building
Inspectors to timber manufactures, to electricians etc, etc.... the list goes on and on. If this new
tax is imposed and development decreases, many of these people could lose their jobs and
businesses. How does this help local economy?

In summary, I wish to object to the new tax that could be imposed on new developments.

Regards

Lee Wardman

Wardman's Architectural Services
Tel: 01969 622059 Mob: 07724 609961
plan-drawings@hotmail.co.uk

9124
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" PARTB-Yourrepresentation(s). .
Please use a separate form for each representation - . - e

 Namelorganisation: | BOb TAYLeR. / TAM#K § HARDY LTb

f the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document does this reg

age/paragraph number(s) -

Please Note: Your representation should cover succinctly all the information, ev
information necessary to fully support/justify the representation and thi 28
-normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations. After this-

be only at the request of the Inspector, based on.the matters and issues he/she identifies for examinatio

~ G2 Do you.consider the Core Strategy.

- @3 Do you consider the Core Strategy unsound because it is NOT.:

- [Mustifed

PRPRAACH
WITH SOME FLEXIBILITY To PROVDE NEW SMALL SCALE HAUCING
WITHIN SETTLEMENT LiMiTs To MEET GENERAL LocAL- AND

AFFORDABLE NEEDS .

NPPF RECOGNISES THE BENEFITS OF HOUSING To ENHANCE R.
MAINTAIN THE VITALITY 0F RURAL. COMMUNITIES (Bress SU55)

Te EFFECTS ON COMMUTING Ok LIMTING REUENERATION M
DARLINGTON AND TEESIDE ARE  OVER STATED AND THE
LIMITATION 6N THE NOATH PACHMONDSHIRE SUB AREHA

IS BOTH UN:NECESSARS| ANP DAMAGING

" continue on a separate sheet if necessary
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RECoaNiTON THAT HOUCING TAKRGETS DO NOT ACT AS A
CEILUNG WaiLD B HELPFVL AND PANIDE FLEXIBILITY.

CRAFT & Tees AND DALTIN ON Tees Stoutd BE
IDENTIEIED AS A SECONDARY SERVICE OLCTER. UNDER

THe TeRms 6F SPZ SETTUEMENT HIERAREAHY,

: ALL
3.1.97 RecoawiseS DALTON GKTES AS A S
mrmz eSTATe. RECOGNATION of Tue PUTENTIAL-

| POR SPECIALIST ENGINEERING aPPORTUNATIES AT CROTT
| Gt Weurd BE HELPFUL.

“.© .. _continue ona separate sheet if necessary
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Q5 If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the C ) ‘Strategy\-Prqpoeed ,qumiseiog S

“Document, please use the space below. to:set out your comments

.continue on a separate sheet If necessary

“If your. representatlon is seeking a change to the Core’ Strategy Proposed'Submlssion V ocument, do you L
. considerit necessary to particlpate at the oral part of the examlnation S s s

B/No I do not w:sh to pamc:pate at the oral exammatfon ;

;, D Yes I Wish to partic:pate at the oral exammatfon

- If you have selacted ‘No your representatlen(s} mll still be consndered by the independe 1 Plannlng lnspector by
_‘way of written representatlons, : , T N ‘ R ;

. lf you wish to parucipate at the oral part of the examlnatlon, please outline why you consider thls to be : ": - 3
"~ ‘necessary: . , ~ R : = L

i you ‘wish to-be notified of future stages of plan preparatlon, please tlck the appropriate box(es) 'below ’
' [Z@ubmlss/on for Examination - RS , :

d fnspectors Report Pub!:ca jon

Please Note e;lnspector wlll determine the me

) eedure to adopt to
. mducated that they wish: to parncupate at the oral partv
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BOLTO
QurRef: SP.PC2

13 September 2012 RECORDED DELIVERY
(copy by email)

Planning Policy

Richmondshire District Council

Swale House

Frenchgate

Richmond

North Yorkshire

DL11 6BQ

Dear Sirs

RE: Richmondshire District Council - Local Plan Core Strategy
Representation by Bolton Estate

Please find attached a Representation which has been prepared in relation to the proposed
submission of the above Local Plan Core Strategy.

I would be grateful if you could acknowledge safe receipt.

Yours faithfully

¢ (Hons) MRICS
for PETER GREENWOOD & CO LLP

Enc: Representation Form

The Estate Office, Botton Hall, Leyburn, North Yorkshire, DES 4UFE
T: 01969 622303 | E: office@boltonestate.co.uk

Managing Agents: Peter Greenwood & Co
T: 01423 322336 | E: png@petergreenwoodandco.co.uk





4n order for yo
;nyou wlsh 1

‘all representatlons wIII bs. made avallabl for publlc lnspe___,,llon on our website
WIth  pers al detalls {. e. emall ddress, telepho

- PART.A = Personal detalls

~“YOUR DETAILS -5

1 MR

SIMON

-} BROWN

'] LAND AGENT

Workarganlsatlon BOLTON ESTATES

(If appilcable) -

i Telephone no. .

PETER GREENWOOD & CO LLP
BOLTON ESTATE

BOLTON ESTATES BOLTON ESTATE OFFICE

ESTATE OFFICE BOLTON HALL

BOLTON HALL LEYBURN

LEYBURN NORTH YORKSHIRE

NORTH YORKSHIRE

DL8 4UF DL8 4UF

01969 622303

Emall address

1 office@boltonestate.co.uk

. E ‘T'S DE AILS TR i






PART:Bx Your representaﬂon(s)

SPZ & SP4—Sustamal)le Settlement Hierar chy (3 1 18) & Distribution of Housing Development (3.1.32)

The Sustainable Settlement Hierarchy excludes villages and settlements which could be regarded as a secon-
dary service villages because they provide some of the services and amenities which are included within the
criteria set-out in paragraphs 3.1.18. For example the village of Redmire in Lower Wensleydale benefits from
services such as a village hall, pub, church and shop, but also has sustainable transport links via the Wensley-
dale Railway. We therefore believe that settlements such as these have the ability to absorb some of the hous-
ing allocation for Lower Wensleydale.

Lower Wensleydale Spatial Strategy—Figure 11 (3.3.10)

We believe that the methodology followed in the “Development Search Areas and Strategic Directions of De-
velopment” for Leyburnt in September 2011 was flawed. As a result Figure 11 referred to in paragraph 3.3.10
of the Core Strategy does not include all land that could be suitable for strategic development. Our concern is
that the “Development Search Areas and Strategic Directions of Development” divided the land around Ley-
burn into a number of individual search areas. A series of tests were then applied to each area to consider the
pro’s and con’s of development, In relation to Leyburn Area ‘G?, which lies to the west of the town, develop-
ment was ruled out largely because of issues with access, affect on landscape character/visual impact, steep
nature of slope, location of cemetery, affect on Leyburn Hall, impact on public rights of way and loss of mod-
erate (Grade 3) agricultural land. However, many of the constraints specified only applied to the southern part
of area G and not the northern half. We therefore consider that area G should have been subdivided, with the

Con/d—page 5

“donlinue on a separate sheet If. hecessary






2.

SP2 & SP4—Sustainable Settlement Hierarchy (3.1.18) & Distribution of Housing Development
(3.1.32)

All settlements in the Richmondshire area should be reviewed against the criteria contained in 3.1.18 and
some of the allocation of housing within 3.1.32 should be attributed to settlements that meet the criteria,
Even if the criteria is not met to the full extent, some housing allocation should be made, but perhaps to a
. lesser extent, to ensure the continued preservation of the services that exist in these settlements, Referring
back to the village of Redmire, we believe that this settlement should be included as a ‘secondary service vil-
lage’ (3.1.20) and as a result absorb some of the future housing allocation for Lower Wensleydale (3.1.32) for
the reasons stated in question 3.

Lower Wensleydale Spatial Strategy—TFigure 11 (3.3.10)

The methodology followed in the ‘Development Search Areas and Strategic Directions of Development’
should be scrutinised to ensure that suitable sites have not been excluded. We believe the northern part of
Area G (as outlined in red on the attached plan) should be included within the Strategic Development Growth
Area because the constraints which led to it being excluded do not relate to this part of the site. We would
draw the Inspectors attention to the following:

Development of North G would not affect: -

¢ Visupal amenity of Leyburn Shawl

. Road Access would be from the north (A6108) and not AG84.

. Cemetery is not within this area

. The ground is level

o Development around this area would be screened by the Shawl and is not seen due to the level nature of
the ground.

. Impact upon the Conservation Area would be negligible

. Land is available for development.

. Public access can be accommodated

*  The best agricultural land is to the south and will not be used for development.

The Estate wrote to Richmondshire District Council in relation to these points on 8 February 2012, but did
not receive a response or acknowledgement (copy letter attached).

Core Policy CP1—Responding to Climate Change (4.1.6)

The ‘Richmondshire Local Renewable and Low Carbon Energy Capacity Study’ should be reviewed and the
study’s Energy Opportunity map should be checked to ensure that it encompasses all opportunities for renew-
able energy generation, particularly for hydro, which could provide a bigger opportunity for energy produc-
tion than the study indicates.

The overall policy needs to be more favourable towards energy developments that provide the main opportu-
nities for renewable energy generation (e.g. wind), with some degree of visual impact being considered ac-
ceptable to enable the climate change targets fo be met. Proximity of the national park should not restrict the
potential of the Richmondshire area to provide opportunities for wind development, particularly to the upland
edges of the west of the region.

Con/d—page 6
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9126
PAGE 5

Question 3 con/d

lower southern section being assessed separately from the northern section. We would draw to the
inspectors attention the fact that the northern and southern sections are physically separated by the
steep escarpment of Leyburn Shawl] and tree cover.

3. Core Policy CP1—Responding to Climate Change (4.1.6)

Reliance on the ‘Richmondshire Local Renewable and Carbon Study’ and in particular the ‘Energy
Opportunities Map’ does not provide a clear policy for renewable energy development. The study is
neither clear nor concise and the Energy Opportunities map misses many opportunities for renewable
energy development. For example, few locations are marked for Hydro development, yet we know
that there are many feasible options on tributaries of the River Ure which can be developed in accor-
dance with Environment Agency Guidelines for Hydro Schemes. Our impression of the study is that
is has been prepared with heavy reliance on case studies rather than first hand practical knowledge of
development of many types of small scale renewable energy installations. As a result, opportunities
appear to be missed.

The overall policy needs to have a presumption in favour renewable energy development if Richmond-
shire is to make a serious attempt to meet the national Climate Change target. If commercial wind
development is considered Richmondshire’s ‘main opportunity’ for production of renewable energy
(4.1.6), then some degree of visual impact should be considered acceptable to enable the target to be
met. Further consideration should be given to allowing some medium scale wind development on the
edges of upland sites to the west of the region. This area should not be blighted from opportunities for
development by reason of its proximity to the National Park. By comparison, there are several exist-
ing examples of acceptable medium scale commercial wind developinent on sites bordering the North
York Moors National Park (Seamer, nr Yarm) and also bordering the Lake District National Park. If
the western part of Richmondshire is excluded from wind development due to its proximity to the Na-
tional Park, then the effect, in reality, will be to extend the boundary of the park into Richmondshire.

4, CT6—Providing Affordable Housing

We consider that the target of 40% affordable housing in all developments in Lower Wensleydale to
be too high and will have a negative impact upon sites being taken forward for development. The cost
of market housing will increase to reflect the requirement to provide affordable housing. We also
question whether a developer requirement for affordable housing will conflict with the Community
Infrastructure Levy.

Regard should be had to the role of rural estates as affordable housing providers. For example, the
Bolton Estate has a housing stock of circa. 90 residential properties, many of which are let at afford-
able rents to local people engaged in primary industries, including farming, forestry and field sports.
Where development is proposed by rural estates, affordable housing requirements should be reduced to
reflect their existing contribution to local affordable housing stock.
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PAGE 6

Question 4 con/d

4. Core Policy CP6—Affordable Housing

The target for affordable housing should be reduced to prevent a decrease in sites being taken forward
for market development by reason of the cost of providing affordable housing,

The requirement for provision of affordable housing by developers should be removed if affordable
housing will be funded through the Community Infrastructure Levy.

Consideration should be given to the removing/reducing the requirement of affordable housing on
rural estates where that estate already makes a valid contribution to the provision of affordable hous-
ing in the local area.
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Richmondshire District Council
Planning Department

Swale House

Frenchgate

Richmond DL10 4JE

«17 February 2012

Dear Sir/Madam
Re: Local Development Framework - Leyburn

We are in receipt of plan showing the Development Search Areas and Strategic Directions of
Development.

The Bolton Estate has an interest in your area demarcated G. Our interest extends fo that area
north of the Leyburn Shawl footpath. We have marked this on the attached plan edged red.

We refer to Option G and the Pros and Cons. The area marked red would not affect Leyburn
Shawl. Access would be from the north (AG108) using the existing access to the Norti
Yorkshire Amenity site with the possible installation of a roundabout if necessary, which would
serve this land and possibly other land to the north. The area does not include the cemetery or
the best land which lies to the south. The area is level, accessible to Leyburn centre on foot and
is largely unseen from the surrounding area. Public rights of way should not be affected.

We believe that this area of G should perhaps be considered separately to the remainder of G
and might be worthy of promotion bearing in mind its substantial advantages.

We would be very pleased to discuss any proposals you may have within the Local
Development Framework

Yours faithfully

P N GREENWQOOD FRICS FAAV
Managing Agent
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Preferred Core Strategy Changes
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SPORT
\Y# ENGLAND

Creating sporting opportunities in every community

Planning Policy
Swale House
Frenchgate
Richmond
North Yorkshire
DL10 4JE

Dear Sir / Madam
Richmondshire Core Strategy — Submission Draft

I refer to the above documents and your consultation with Sport
England. Thank you for seeking our views on this matter. Whilst this is the
submission version of the Core Strategy, the Council’s Consultation Statement and
our consultation records both indicate that this is the first occasion that Sport England
has been consulted on this document.

While the National Planning Policy Framework has radically simplified
the Planning system in England, a central tenet of Plan-making remains that the plan
must be based on adequate, up-to-date and relevant evidence about the economic,
social and environmental characteristics and prospects of the area.

The NPPF explains that Local Planning Authorities should set out the strategic
priorities for the area, including strategic policies to deliver ....(inter alia)

e the provision of health, security, community and cultural infrastructure and
other local facilities

Paragraph 171 falls within the section of the NPPF that sets out advice on the
evidence base that Plans need, and deals with Health and Well-Being. It advises;

“Local planning authorities should work with public health leads and health
organisations to understand and take account of the health status and needs of the
local population (such as for sports, recreation, and places of worship), including
expected future changes and any information about relevant barriers to improving
health and well-being.”

This advice is amplified in the section of the NPPF that deals with promoting healthy
communities. Paragraph 73 states;

““Access to high quality open spaces and opportunities for sport and recreation can
make an important contribution to the health and well-being of communities.
Planning policies should be based on robust and up to date assessments of the needs
for open space, sports and recreation facilities and opportunities for new provision.
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SPORT
\Y# ENGLAND

Creating sporting opportunities in every community

The assessments should identify specific needs and quantitative or qualitative deficits
or surpluses of open space, sports and recreational facilities in the local area.
Information gained from the assessments should be used to determine what open
space, sports and recreational provision is required.”

In light of the above, it is Sport England’s policy to challenge the soundness of Local
Plan and Local Development Framework documents which are not justified by;

- an up to date playing pitch strategy (carried out in accordance with a
methodology approved by Sport England)

- an up to date built sports facilities strategy (carried out in accordance with a
methodology approved by Sport England).

For a playing pitch strategy to be considered “up to date”, it should have been
undertaken within the last three years. For a built facilities strategy to be considered
“up to date” it should have been carried out within the last five years.

In Richmondshire’s case, our records indicate that the Council has neither an up to
date Playing Pitch Strategy nor a built sports facilities strategy.

In light of the above | am advising you that Sport England objects to the progression
of the Core Strategy on the basis that it does not have an appropriate evidence base for
sport, and must therefore be considered unsound.

Sport England considers that the scope and detail of the Core Strategy is flawed
because of the absence of detail around sport and physical activity and the failure to
recognise its importance to the achievement of sustainable communities. This view is,
directly reflects the “Healthy Lives” section of the Richmondshire Community
Strategy. Here the Local Strategic Partnership (which includes the Council) commits
to work to ensure that everyone is as healthy as possible by (inter alia);

- Encouraging the adoption of active and healthy lifestyles.
- Improving the range of cultural, leisure and sporting facilities.
- Increasing participation in physical activity.

Sport England’s on-line database of the most commonly used sports facilities — Active
Places shows that there are 123 sports facilities in the district, the majority of which
will be located in the Plan area.

However because the Council has failed to undertake studies which consider the
[adequacy of the] quantity and quality of sports provision and its accessibility, there is
no overall understanding of whether provision meets the needs of residents and
whether it will be able to meet the aspirations of the Community Strategy.
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Creating sporting opportunities in every community

Whilst Core Policy 11 includes sports facilities within its remit, it is Sport England’s
view that sport and recreation (and their direct relationship with the Healthy Lives
agenda in the Community Strategy) ought to have influenced the following sections of
the Core Strategy;

Spatial principles

Sub area strategies

Core policies

Implementation and delivery section

Sport England’s concerns are quite fundamental and would not appear to be capable
of being rectified by the application of bolt-on policies. The Council should, as a
matter of urgency, undertake the required playing pitch and sports facility strategy
studies, and ideally the findings of these strategies should be fed into the Preferred
Options stage of the Strategy’s preparation. We appreciate that our concerns and
suggestions might stop the progression of the Strategy, but would remind you this has
been Sport England’s first opportunity to influence its contents

Your sincerely

Dave McGuire
Planning Manager

T: 020 7273 1692
M: 07795 283218
E: Dave.McGuire@sportengland.org

Creating a sporting habit for life

‘m Sign up to our newsletter ' Follow us on Twitter . Get ready for London 2012 with
The Games and Beyond

Mail: Sport England, The East Manchester Academy, 60 Grey Mare Lane, Manchester M11
3DS

«AddressPrefix», «NumberAndRoad», «SecondRoad», «Locality», «Town», «County», «Postcode1»

T «Telephone» F «FaxNumber» E «EmailAddress» www.sportengland.org



http://www.sportengland.org/�

mailto:Dave.McGuire@sportengland.org

mailto:Dave.McGuire@sportengland.org

http://www.sportengland.org/about_us/the_latest_from_the_pitch.aspx

http://twitter.com/sport_england/

http://www.thegamesandbeyond.com/

http://www.thegamesandbeyond.com/
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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 Stephen
Last name Courcier
Job title (if applicable) Senior Planner
Work/organisation (if AR & C Booth & Sons Carter Jonas LLP
applicable)
Address Regent House

13 -15 Albert Street

Harrogate
Postcode HG1 13X
Telephone No. 01423 707807
Email address stephen.courcier@carterjonas.co.uk
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Part B - Your representation

Please use a separate sheet for each representation.

Name/Organisation Carter Jonas LLP on behalf of AR & C Booth
& Sons

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) Please see representations

Page/paragraph number(s) Please see representations

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 X[ X[ 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:

Please see representations
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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:

Please see representations

(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:

Please see representations
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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 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:

The issues raised by the Estate are significant and justify discussion at the
Examination.

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 X
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: Stephen Courcier

Date: 14 September 2012
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INTRODUCTION

Carter Jonas LLP welcomes the opportunity to comment upon the Proposed Submission

Core Strategy published in August 2012.

These representations are submitted on behalf of AR & C Booth & Sons who have land and
interests in Scorton. Our client’s land, South of St Mary’s C of E Primary School (SHELAA
reference no: 80), has been submitted for consideration in the Strategic Housing and

Employment Land Availability Assessment (SHELAA) as a potential housing allocation.

Carter Jonas LLP is keen to work with the Council in bringing forward the Core Strategy and
other Local Plan documents. When adopted, the Core Strategy will lie at the heart of the

Councils LDF and will guide development in the District for the next 15 years and beyond.

We have provided a structured response which addresses the policies and other parts of the

Core Strategy. This response is structured in the following way:

. Section 2 outlines the prevailing policy context having regard to NPPF.
. Section 3 and 4 set out our response to the different policies and elements of the

submission Core Strategy.

For completeness, we have completed a representation form which is appended to this

statement.
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2.5

PLANNING POLICY CONSIDERATIONS

The Council’s Local Plan needs to be in full conformity with national planning policy
considerations and our response is informed by them. As such it is considered appropriate
to briefly provide commentary on elements of this policy and guidance as these will inform

our representations into the Submission Core Strategy.

NATIONAL PLANNING POLICY FRAMEWORK (NPPF)

On 27th March 2012, the Government published the National Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF).

At the heart of the NPPF is the presumption in favour of sustainable development. Local
Plans must be prepared with the objective of contributing to the achievement of sustainable
development (Paragraph 151). The NPPF identifies that there are three dimensions to
sustainable development: economic, social, and environmental (Paragraph 7) and planning
is expected to seek opportunities to promote each of the dimensions of sustainable
development and achieve net gains across all three (Paragraph 152). Therefore it is clear
that the implications of individual policies and approaches should be considered against all

three dimensions of sustainable development.

In terms of its economic role, planning is expected to contribute to building a strong,
responsive and competitive economy by ensuring sufficient land is available in the right
location and at the right time, and identify and coordinate development requirements. The
social role involves supporting strong, thriving communities by providing the supply of
housing required to meet the needs of present and future generations. Finally, the
environmental role seeks to protect and enhance the natural, built and historic environment

(Paragraph 7).

The NPPF is explicit that for plan-making this means LPAs should plan positively to meet
objectively assessed development needs unless the impacts of the development would

significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits.
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The NPPF goes on to state that Local Plans should be ‘aspirational but realistic’ and should
be based on adequate, up-to-date and relevant evidence about the economic, social and

environmental characteristics and prospects of the area.

In this respect, paragraph 47 of the NPPF confirms that the Government’'s key housing
objective is to significantly boost the supply of housing. In order to significantly increase the
housing supply an additional allowance of 20% should be included within the first five years’

land supply, where there is a persistent record of under delivery.

Paragraph 159 of the NPPF states that ‘Local Plans’ should meet their full market and
affordable housing requirement. It goes on to state that LPA’s should prepare a Strategic
Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) to identify the scale and mix of housing and the range
of tenures that is likely to be required over the plan period which: meets household and
population projections; addresses the need for all types of housing, including affordable
housing; and caters for housing demand and the scale of housing supply necessary to meet

this demand.
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3.1

3.2

3.3

3.4

THE SUBMISSION CORE STRATEGY

Within this response, our comments are directed at specific elements of the Core Strategy
which we consider make the document unsound. Each section within this report
corresponds to either a section or policy within the document and addresses the issues of
soundness set out in paragraph 182 of NPPF. A copy of the completed representation form

is attached to this report.

Having read the Core Strategy and much of its supporting evidence we feel the Council
should be commended for the way in which the Submission Draft is presented. Nevertheless
there remain significant parts of the document we consider to be in need of modification in
order to make the document sound. Due to the scale of the alterations required, we consider
that a further publication draft of the document should be produced before submission to the

Secretary of State.

The principal aim of this report is to demonstrate that Richmondshire should have a
significantly higher housing requirement. The representations will also demonstrate that a
greater proportion of this growth in the Central Richmondshire Sub-Area should be directed

to Richmond and the Primary Service Villages.

Our response has been framed having regard to the tests of soundness set out in NPPF. In

order to be found sound the Core Strategy must be:

e Positively prepared;
o Justified;
o [Effective; and

¢ Consistent with national planning policy.
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REPRESENTATIONS INTO THE CORE STRATEGY

THE OVERALL DOCUMENT

The Core Strategy is inconsistent with a number of NPPF policy requirements in particular
achieving sustainable development, meeting development needs and promoting economic
growth. Furthermore, it also considered that the Core Strategy has failed to properly
address the requirements for ‘plan-making’ set out in paragraph 150 — 182 of the NPPF,
particularly in planning positively to meet objectively assessed development requirements

and ensuring that policies are based on ‘adequate, up-to-date’ and relevant evidence.

The NPPF is clear that there are three dimensions to sustainable development, namely:
economic, social and environmental. Paragraph 8 of the NPPF states that these dimensions
should not be seen in isolation, instead they are mutually dependent. Paragraph 8 goes on
to state that in order to achieve sustainable development, economic, social and
environmental gains should be sought jointly and simultaneously through the planning
system. However as currently drafted, the Core Strategy does not represent a combined
approach to achieving these key elements, for example, the Council have not adequately
addressed the implications of providing such a low housing requirement on the economic

growth prospects of the district.

It is consider that a significant amount of work still needs to be done to make the Core

Strategy sound. As it stands the document is unsound because it is:

¢ Not ‘positively prepared’ because it would not meet objectively assessed development
and infrastructure requirements;

e Not ‘justified’ because is not based on an robust and credible evidence base, and is not
the most appropriate strategy when considered against alternatives;

e Not ‘effective’ due to it not being deliverable over its plan period and lacking sufficient
flexibility to cope with changing circumstances ; and

e Not ‘consistent with national planning policy’ because it would not deliver sustainable

development in accordance with the policies in the NPPF.
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CHAPTER 2: RICHMONDSHIRE’S CHALLENGES

We consider that this chapter is succinct and covers the main issues and challenges facing
the district. However there appear to be issues of internal inconsistency between this
section and the rest of the document. In general however it is welcomed that the Core

Strategy recognises the following:

The importance of Richmond within the district and its continued role as the main
administrative and service centre for the district;

The significant challenges facing the district in terms of population and household growth;
The poor housing mix and significant affordable housing need within the district;

The need for a more diverse economy with better quality employment opportunities;

The problems facing the district with an increasingly aging population and the need to create
and sustain a mixed and balanced community;

The recognition of the infrastructure constraints present within the Catterick Garrison Area
especially with the cancellation of the A1 upgrade from Leeming Bar to Barton; and

The need to improve access to facilities in the villages;

Paragraphs 2.9 and 2.10 deals with need for affordable housing within the district to ensure
that communities do not suffer significant imbalances in their population. It must be
appreciated that a solution to this problem only occurs when addressed hand in hand with a
positive approach to broader development matters. This approach would be in accordance
with the approach advocated in recent Ministerial Statements which aim to unblock
obstacles in the planning system in order to stimulate the homebuilding sector and boost
housing supply. One of the key measures advocated is relaxing the expectations for
affordable housing if it makes a site commercially unviable, which it would clearly do in the

majority of cases in Richmondshire.
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CHAPTER 3: THE STRATEGIC APPROACH
VISION FOR 2028

We are generally supportive of the Vision for Richmondshire and the overall strategy for the
Principal Towns, Local Service Centres and Villages. We particularly welcome the
recognition of the need for a diverse, competitive and successful rural economy which

provides access to local job opportunities.

To be consistent with the NPPF, it is considered that the Vision should be more aspirational
in its approach with greater emphasis on “enhancing” and “improving” the vibrancy and
vitality of Richmond and the villages within the district and should also be clear that it will

seek to significantly boost the supply of housing (NPPF Paragraphs 47 and 154).

STRATEGIC OBJECTIVES

We consider that Strategic Objective A of the Core Strategy is unsound because it is not
justified by the evidence nor is it consistent with national planning policy. The objective
states that overall change in Richmondshire should reflect the needs of the area and its
relative lack of potential for growth, taking into account the great concern to protect its high
quality environment. However NPPF is explicit that the district should meet its objectively
assessed development needs and the Council's SHELAA demonstrates that there is
sufficient potential for growth to meet this need without environmental harm. Furthermore
the Council have no tangible evidence to demonstrate that the impacts of meeting their
objectively assessed development needs would objectively and demonstrably outweigh the

benefits of doing so.

Objective B of the Core Strategy is unjustified and inconsistent with national government
guidance. Based on the latest CLG Household projections figures and North Yorkshire
Strategic Housing Market Assessment, the housing provision should be increased to at least
250 dwellings per annum. Furthermore in accordance with paragraph 47 of the NPPF a
buffer of 20% should be provided for choice and competition because housing completions

in the district have been significantly and consistently below target since 2004.
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SPATIAL PRINCIPLES

SPATIAL PRINCIPLE SP1: SUB AREAS

We broadly support the recognition that Central Richmondshire is at the heart of the district
in terms of population, services and facilities and therefore should be the principal focus of
growth.

SPATIAL PRINCIPLE SP2: SETTLEMENT HIERARCHY

Our client supports the settlement hierarchy especially the identification of Scorton as a
Primary Service Village. Scorton is a sustainable settlement with a wide range of facilities
and services itself, and readily accessible to such in the surrounding locality. The village is
highly accessible to the employment opportunities present in Brompton on Swale. It is
important that sufficient growth and land is allocated within Primary Service Villages to meet

their long term housing and employment needs.

We support the continued identification of Scorton as a Primary Service Village. We
consider this designation appropriately reflects the role of the settlement and the
comprehensive range of service it provides. Scorton fulfils a significant local service centre
role for the surrounding countryside. It has a good public transport links and a wide range of
facilities and services including a primary school and doctor’s surgery, which, in reality, are
high order facilities and amenities for such a settlement. It is important that sufficient growth
is allowed within Scorton to meet its housing and employment needs including those of its

surrounding rural area, and in order to maintain its vitality and vibrancy.

SPATIAL PRINCIPLE SP4: THE SCALE AND DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSING
DEVELOPMENT

THE SCALE OF HOUSING DEVELOPMENT

We do not consider that the housing target of 180 dwellings per annum is sound because it

is not positively prepared or justified. Neither would it be effective or consistent with national

planning policy.
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Firstly, the Yorkshire and Humber Plan Regional Spatial Strategy (2008) still remains part of
the development plan and therefore the Core Strategy and its housing requirement should
be in general conformity with it. Therefore, as a minimum, the housing requirement needs to
be increased to make up the shortfall in housing against the RS housing requirement. RS
sets a housing requirement for Richmondshire of 200 net additions per annum to the
dwelling stock between 2004 - 2008 and 200 net additions per annum between 2008 — 2026.
The Core Strategy is not seeking to make up the large shortfall in housing provision which
has occurred since 2004. Therefore there would be a substantial shortfall in provision by the
end of the RS plan period in 2026. The Council’s Annual Monitoring Report (2011) indicates
a likely shortfall of 538 dwellings calculated against RS rates since 2004. This equates to an
additional 32 dwellings per annum over the plan period. Our client considers that the
shortfall needs to be made up if the Local Plan is to be in general conformity with the

Regional Strategy (RS).

Any deviation from the RS requirement can only be justified where it is supported by
appropriate, relevant and up to date evidence. The NPPF provides a clear methodology for
determining the housing requirement. Paragraph 159 requires that Local Planning
Authorities should have a clear understanding of housing needs in their area, and this
should form the basis of the district's housing requirement. The paragraph states that Local

Planning Authorities should:

‘Prepare a Strategic Housing Market Assessment to assess their full housing needs, working
with neighbouring authorities where housing market areas cross administrative boundaries.
The Strategic Housing Market Assessment should identify the scale and mix of housing and

the range of tenures that the local population is likely to need over the plan period which:

— meets household and population projections, taking account of migration and
demographic change;

— addresses the need for all types of housing, including affordable housing and the needs
of different groups in the community (such as, but not limited to, families with children,
older people, people with disabilities, service families and people wishing to build their

own homes);34 and
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— caters for housing demand and the scale of housing supply necessary to meet this

demand.’

We consider that the Core Strategy’s housing requirement is not justified nor is it consistent
with national planning policy because it does not accord with the three tests set out in the

NPPF for determining its housing requirement

The North Yorkshire Strategic Housing Market Assessment

The North Yorkshire SHMA identifies three potential scenarios of growth within the district.
The first scenario considers the ONS population and CLG household projections and
indicates a realistic growth level of 238 new households per annum. The second scenario
considers natural population change within the district and removes the impact of migration
and indicates a requirement of 176 dwellings per annum. It is considered that this scenario
is unrealistic in consideration of Richmondshire’s historic levels of international migration

and it would also have significant adverse impact on the overall viability of the district.

The final scenario is economic—led which seeks to align population profiles with projected
economic growth in the district. This forecast predicts Richmondshire to have a relatively
low level of employment growth over the plan period. However the economic led scenario
forecasts a requirement for 285 dwellings per annum. This economic led scenario for
growth would clearly be the most consistent with the need to ensure that strategies for

housing and employment are integrated (NPPF Paragraph 159).

The North Yorkshire Strategic Housing Market Assessment identifies that there is a net
annual affordable housing need for 260 dwellings per annum for the next 5 years to clear the
existing backlog and meet future arising needs for the next 5 years. Therefore using a
simple extrapolation of affordable need it demonstrates that there is a potential need for
1,300 affordable housing units over the next 5 years (to meet the backlog and affordable
housing for the next 5 years). From these figures it is evident that the LPA’s proposed

housing requirement is not reflective of any of the scenarios.

The SHMA indicates that there is an annual future affordable housing need for 100 dwellings

per annum arising from newly forming households who cannot afford to buy or rent a
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property on the open market. It is reasonable to assume that this level of newly arising
need will continue for the rest of the plan period. Therefore, we calculate conservatively that
there is a potential need for 2,300 affordable housing dwellings over the plan period.
Assuming the best case scenario that 40% of the total 3,060 dwellings proposed in the
district for the next 15 years are affordable (in accordance with Policy CP6) then potentially
1224 affordable housing units would be provided over the period. On this basis, the Core
Strategy’s housing requirement would only meet 28% of the total affordable housing need
over the plan period. Therefore the Core Strategy’s housing requirement would not address
the needs for all types of housing because it would not deliver the level of affordable housing
need required for the district identified in the North Yorkshire SHMA and have an unrealistic

over reliance upon exception sites to meet this objective.

The Latest Population and Household Projections

It is clear from the latest up-to-date evidence that the Council should have a significantly
higher housing requirement. The latest CLG 2008 based sub-national household
projections show a significant increase in the number of households in the district — with an
increase from 23,000 in 2008 to 28,000 in 2028. This would result in a likely need to
accommodate 5,000 additional households in Richmondshire between 2008 and 2028,

which indicates a housing requirement of at least 250 net additions per annum.

The Core Strategy seeks to justify the lower housing requirement and not meeting the latest
household projections on the basis of revised international migration estimates set out in the
Council’'s Scrutiny of Population Estimates and Projections Paper. In terms of the 2010
ONS population projections we do not know their implications in terms of projected
household formation. Therefore they are, at this moment, irrelevant and should not be used
for determining the housing requirement. We consider that the Council’'s approach of
applying the 2010 ONS population projections to the 2008 CLG household projections is
flawed. The 2010 ONS population projections are based on population and migration trends
from 2006 to 2010, when there have been historic low levels of migration (including
international migration) into district. This approach ignores the fact that when you look at the
long term patterns the district has experienced high levels of in migration and international

migration. The Core Strategy will set the housing requirement for the next 15 years and
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therefore should be based on long term historic trends and not a short dip in levels caused

by the extraordinary economic condition experienced since 2007.

Furthermore is it evident from the Council’s population paper that the 2008 CLG household
estimates are likely to be very conservation because of the underestimation of the military
population. The Council state that it is military policy for personal and their families to settle
near by the base in ‘normal’ market housing. This population is currently not fully
considered in the ONS population projections which inform the CLG household projections.
Therefore the movement of military families away from Service Persons Family
Accommodation to normal market housing will increase significant the pressure on the

housing market.

On balance, we consider that dwelling led scenario of 200 dwellings per annum in the
Council's population paper is a more accurate; however it would fail to be consistent with
expressed objective of the NPPF of “significantly boosting housing supply” and building a
strong and competitive economy. NPPF states in paragraph 21 that planning policies
should “recognise and seek to address potential barriers to investment, including a poor
environment or any lack of infrastructure, services or housing (our emphasis).” Furthermore,
the approach fails to reflect the wider repercussions of not providing the housing
requirement identified in the SHMA, in terms of exasperating housing affordability,
demographic imbalances and fostering the decline of the economy. It is essential that the
district attracts relatively high-levels of in-migration (including from international migrants) to
help rebalance the age structure of the population and increase the extent of the

economically active population to ensure economic growth.

The requirement to cater for housing demand and the scale of housing supply

necessary to meet this demand.

Richmondshire is an area of very high housing demand in particular Richmond and Primary
Service Villages in the Central Area. This is evidenced by Figure 12.3 of RSS and the
NYCC Strategic Housing Market Assessment. It is now a major part of existing policy that
the planning system should adequately provide for housing demand. Paragraph 159 of the
NPPF states that “local planning authorities should provide for housing demand and the

scale of housing supply necessary to meet this demand.” Although said in relation to
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Strategic Housing Market Assessments, it is clear that the same advice applies to Local

Plans.

As currently drafted, the Core Strategy would not provide sufficient housing to meet the
housing demands in the district. It is our contention that this approach would only
exacerbate existing problems of housing affordability which the SHMA clearly identifies as

an important issue within the district.

Conclusion on the Housing Requirement

Core Strategy Policy SP4 provides a housing requirement of 180 dwellings per annum
between 2012 and 2028. We consider that the housing requirement is not soundly based
because it not positively prepared, justified, effective or consistent with national planning
policy. This level of housing growth would only barely meet the expected natural change
within the district (SHMA Scenario 2). This would exacerbate the current imbalances in the
age structure and a create a shrinking labour force. It would potentially mean that
employment growth is not matched by new housing, thereby leading to higher net in-
commuting into the district contrary to principles of sustainability. Importantly, it would be
contrary to the objectives of national policy which is seeking to significantly boost housing

development and support sustainable economic growth (NPPF Paragraphs 14 and 47).

In conclusion, applying the principles of national policy, there is a strong demographic,
economic, and housing case to increase the housing requirement to at least 250 net

additions per annum.

DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSING DEVELOPMENT

We consider that the proposed distribution of housing in the Central Richmondshire Sub
Area is unsound because it is not justified or effective. RS Policy VTL1 states that
Richmond and Catterick Garrison as the Principal Towns should be the main focus for
growth in the district. However it does not state that Catterick Garrison has to accommodate
such a large proportion of the district’s requirement. In contrast there is clear recognition in
RS Policies VTL1 and YHS5 that Richmond should retain its key role as the principal centre

within the district. This would clearly indicate that RS recognises the need to deliver a
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sufficient level of growth in Richmond to retain its role within the district and enhance its
overall viability and sustainability. It is critical that sufficient growth is allowed within
Richmond to meet its housing and employment needs including those of its surrounding
rural area, and in order to preserve and enhance its role as a Principal Town. A sufficient
guantum of growth needs to be brought forward within Richmond in order to maintain the
services and facilities within the settlement and preserve the vitality and vibrancy of the town

centre.

Furthermore the approach fails to recognise that the Richmond and Garrison Area housing
markets are separate and distinct. The delivery of additional housing in the Garrison Area
would not meet the acute need and demand for market and affordable housing in Richmond.
Richmond is a high value area with corresponding high levels of housing need and demand.
This is in comparison to Catterick Garrison Area, which the SHMA identifies as a low
housing value and demand area. The strategy would result in increased housing pressures
and prices, and would exacerbate issues of affordability within Richmond and the
surrounding villages, thus displacing existing residents and compounding unsustainable
travel patterns. The approach would equally not deliver the benefits to the viability and
vitality of Richmond town centre and its services and facilities. Therefore, the strategy of
meeting Richmond'’s strategic housing needs and demands in the Garrison Area is contrary
to national government guidance, because it would fail to meet the high level of housing

needs and demands within the settlement and its rural hinterland.

RS Policy YH6 Paragraph 2.47 recognises that villages can fulfil important local service
centre roles and as such should be given a reasonable proportion of growth. This is
particularly important in a rural district such as Richmondshire with its thinly dispersed rural

population, which is reliant on the service villages to meet its needs.

Furthermore, the choice of a Spatial Strategy should also be underpinned by a robust and
credible assessment of the amount of land which is likely to come forward within the context
of the preferred spatial strategy. We do not consider that the Council's evidence base
contains such a robust and credible assessment. In particular it exaggerates the potential of
the Catterick Garrison Area to accommodate additional development, and it has also failed
to adequately assess the alternative of identifying additional land for development in

Richmond and the primary service villages.
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The Council's preferred Spatial Strategy does not represent the most appropriate option
when considered against reasonable alternatives. The strategy is over reliant on Catterick
Garrison to deliver the lion’s share of the housing requirement. There has been significant
under delivery of housing in the Catterick Garrison area principally because of the lack of
demand and highway constraints. We contend that it would be a better option to spread the
housing requirement more widely across the Central sub-area especially to Richmond and
the Primary Service Villages (without the need for a strategic extension and given the

environmental constraints).

We consider that the Spatial Strategy and in particular the proposed amount and distribution
of housing is not sound because it has not been positively prepared, justified nor will it be
effective. The Core Strategy should recognise that the Primary Service Villages fulfil an
important local service centre role and therefore should be allocated a larger proportion of
the growth to allow them to continue to provide services and facilities to people living in the
rural areas. In Central Richmondshire much of the housing need and demand especially for
affordable housing is concentrated in Richmond and the Primary Service Villages, where
there is the greatest disparity between house prices and income. This need would not be
met by concentrating the growth on the Catterick Garrison Area, which would only result in
stripping people away from their local communities and connections, and fostering

unsustainable travel patterns.

SUB AREAS STRATEGIES
3.2 CENTRAL RICHMONDSHIRE

CENTRAL RICHMONDSHIRE SPATIAL STRATEGY (CRSS)

We consider that CRSS is unsound because it is not positively prepared, justified, effective
or consistent with national planning policy. The present wording of the policy is not
consistent with NPPF because there is too great a focus on previously developed land as
one principal determinant in the allocation of sites in Richmond and the Primary Service
Villages. This undue emphasis on PDL (over greenfield sites) is based on the sequential
approach set out in the previous guidance (PPS3) rather than the more relaxed approach in
NPPF. This approach is therefore outdated, unjustified and not consistent with national

planning policy. We consider other factors such as the overall sustainability and
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deliverability of the sites should be given greater weight, especially as the majority of the
housing needs within the Central Richmondshire Sub Area cannot be met on previously
developed land. To be sound, CRSS should be amended so that issues of sustainability

and deliverability are given equal consideration.

POLICY CP6: PROVIDING AFFORDABLE HOUSING

The Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) states that there is a significant
affordable housing need within the district. One of the key mechanisms for the delivery of
affordable housing is through Section 106 agreements. This figure clearly cannot be
achieved by only delivering 180 dwellings per annum as advocated within Spatial Principle
SP4. Neither will the shortfall be met by exception sites or directly funded provision.
Therefore, fundamentally we consider that the Council should be looking to increase the
housing provision within the district to facilitate meeting its long term affordable housing

needs.

We also consider that that the 40% affordable housing target is unsound because it is not
justified by robust and credible evidence of economic viability. Such a higher housing
requirement and low site threshold is unrealistic and would effectively stifle housing supply,
which is contrary to the approach advocated within the NPPF (Paragraphs 50, 173 and 174)

and recent ministerial speeches and announcements.
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5.0 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

5.1 Carter Jonas LLP welcomes the opportunity to submit representations to Richmondshire’s

Submission Core Strategy.

5.2 These representations demonstrate that the Core Strategy should be providing for a much
higher level of housing growth. From analysis of the evidence base and most up to date
evidence sources, it is clear that Richmondshire should be looking to accommodate at least
250 net additions to the housing stock per annum. It is also evident that significantly more
growth in the Central Sub Area should be directed to the Principal Town of Richmond and
Primary Service Villages in order to reflect their high level of sustainability and preserve and

enhance their long-term vitality and viability.
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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 Stephen
Last name Courcier
Job title (if applicable) Senior Planner
Work/organisation (if Campion Bare Trust Carter Jonas LLP
applicable)
Address Regent House

13 -15 Albert Street

Harrogate
Postcode HG1 13X
Telephone No. 01423 707807
Email address stephen.courcier@carterjonas.co.uk
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Part B - Your representation

Please use a separate sheet for each representation.

Name/Organisation Carter Jonas LLP on behalf of Campion Bare
Trust

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) Please see representations

Page/paragraph number(s) Please see representations

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 X| X[ 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:

Please see representations
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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:

Please see representations

(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:

Please see representations
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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 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:

The issues raised by the Trust are significant and justify discussion at the
Examination.

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 X
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: Stephen Courcier

Date: 14 September 2012
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INTRODUCTION

Carter Jonas LLP welcomes the opportunity to comment upon the Proposed Submission

Core Strategy published in August 2012.

These representations are submitted on behalf of our clients Campion Bare Trust who have land
interests in Richmond. Our client’s land at Whitefield Farm, Richmond (SHELAA reference no:
112) has been submitted for consideration in the Strategic Housing and Employment Land

Availability Assessment (SHELAA) as a potential housing allocation.

Carter Jonas LLP is keen to work with the Council in bringing forward the Core Strategy and
other Local Plan documents. When adopted, the Core Strategy will lie at the heart of the

Councils LDF and will guide development in the District for the next 15 years and beyond.

We have provided a structured response which addresses the policies and other parts of the

Core Strategy. This response is structured in the following way:

. Section 2 outlines the prevailing policy context having regard to NPPF.
. Section 3 and 4 set out our response to the different policies and elements of the

submission Core Strategy.

For completeness, we have completed a representation form which is appended to this

statement.
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2.5

PLANNING POLICY CONSIDERATIONS

The Council’s Local Plan needs to be in full conformity with national planning policy
considerations and our response is informed by them. As such it is considered appropriate
to briefly provide commentary on elements of this policy and guidance as these will inform

our representations into the Submission Core Strategy.

NATIONAL PLANNING POLICY FRAMEWORK (NPPF)

On 27th March 2012, the Government published the National Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF).

At the heart of the NPPF is the presumption in favour of sustainable development. Local
Plans must be prepared with the objective of contributing to the achievement of sustainable
development (Paragraph 151). The NPPF identifies that there are three dimensions to
sustainable development: economic, social, and environmental (Paragraph 7) and planning
is expected to seek opportunities to promote each of the dimensions of sustainable
development and achieve net gains across all three (Paragraph 152). Therefore it is clear
that the implications of individual policies and approaches should be considered against all

three dimensions of sustainable development.

In terms of its economic role, planning is expected to contribute to building a strong,
responsive and competitive economy by ensuring sufficient land is available in the right
location and at the right time, and identify and coordinate development requirements. The
social role involves supporting strong, thriving communities by providing the supply of
housing required to meet the needs of present and future generations. Finally, the
environmental role seeks to protect and enhance the natural, built and historic environment

(Paragraph 7).

The NPPF is explicit that for plan-making this means LPAs should plan positively to meet
objectively assessed development needs unless the impacts of the development would

significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits.
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The NPPF goes on to state that Local Plans should be ‘aspirational but realistic’ and should
be based on adequate, up-to-date and relevant evidence about the economic, social and

environmental characteristics and prospects of the area.

In this respect, paragraph 47 of the NPPF confirms that the Government’'s key housing
objective is to significantly boost the supply of housing. In order to significantly increase the
housing supply an additional allowance of 20% should be included within the first five years’

land supply, where there is a persistent record of under delivery.

Paragraph 159 of the NPPF states that ‘Local Plans’ should meet their full market and
affordable housing requirement. It goes on to state that LPA’s should prepare a Strategic
Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) to identify the scale and mix of housing and the range
of tenures that is likely to be required over the plan period which: meets household and
population projections; addresses the need for all types of housing, including affordable
housing; and caters for housing demand and the scale of housing supply necessary to meet

this demand.
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3.4

THE SUBMISSION CORE STRATEGY

Within this response, our comments are directed at specific elements of the Core Strategy
which we consider make the document unsound. Each section within this report
corresponds to either a section or policy within the document and addresses the issues of
soundness set out in paragraph 182 of NPPF. A copy of the completed representation form

is attached to this report.

Having read the Core Strategy and much of its supporting evidence we feel the Council
should be commended for the way in which the Submission Draft is presented. Nevertheless
there remain significant parts of the document we consider to be in need of modification in
order to make the document sound. Due to the scale of the alterations required, we consider
that a further publication draft of the document should be produced before submission to the

Secretary of State.

The principal aim of this report is to demonstrate that Richmondshire should have a
significantly higher housing requirement. The representations will also demonstrate that a
greater proportion of this growth in the Central Richmondshire Sub-Area should be directed

to Richmond and the Primary Service Villages.

Our response has been framed having regard to the tests of soundness set out in NPPF. In

order to be found sound the Core Strategy must be:

e Positively prepared;
o Justified;
o [Effective; and

¢ Consistent with national planning policy.
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REPRESENTATIONS INTO THE CORE STRATEGY

THE OVERALL DOCUMENT

The Core Strategy is inconsistent with a number of NPPF policy requirements in particular
achieving sustainable development, meeting development needs and promoting economic
growth. Furthermore, it also considered that the Core Strategy has failed to properly
address the requirements for ‘plan-making’ set out in paragraph 150 — 182 of the NPPF,
particularly in planning positively to meet objectively assessed development requirements

and ensuring that policies are based on ‘adequate, up-to-date’ and relevant evidence.

The NPPF is clear that there are three dimensions to sustainable development, namely:
economic, social and environmental. Paragraph 8 of the NPPF states that these dimensions
should not be seen in isolation, instead they are mutually dependent. Paragraph 8 goes on
to state that in order to achieve sustainable development, economic, social and
environmental gains should be sought jointly and simultaneously through the planning
system. However as currently drafted, the Core Strategy does not represent a combined
approach to achieving these key elements, for example, the Council have not adequately
addressed the implications of providing such a low housing requirement on the economic

growth prospects of the district.

It is consider that a significant amount of work still needs to be done to make the Core

Strategy sound. As it stands the document is unsound because it is:

¢ Not ‘positively prepared’ because it would not meet objectively assessed development
and infrastructure requirements;

e Not ‘justified’ because is not based on an robust and credible evidence base, and is not
the most appropriate strategy when considered against alternatives;

e Not ‘effective’ due to it not being deliverable over its plan period and lacking sufficient
flexibility to cope with changing circumstances ; and

e Not ‘consistent with national planning policy’ because it would not deliver sustainable

development in accordance with the policies in the NPPF.
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CHAPTER 2: RICHMONDSHIRE’S CHALLENGES

We consider that this chapter is succinct and covers the main issues and challenges facing
the district. However there appear to be issues of internal inconsistency between this
section and the rest of the document. In general however it is welcomed that the Core

Strategy recognises the following:

The importance of Richmond within the district and its continued role as the main
administrative and service centre for the district;

The significant challenges facing the district in terms of population and household growth;
The poor housing mix and significant affordable housing need within the district;

The need for a more diverse economy with better quality employment opportunities;

The problems facing the district with an increasingly aging population and the need to create
and sustain a mixed and balanced community;

The recognition of the infrastructure constraints present within the Catterick Garrison Area
especially with the cancellation of the A1 upgrade from Leeming Bar to Barton; and

The need to improve access to facilities in the villages;

Paragraphs 2.9 and 2.10 deals with need for affordable housing within the district to ensure
that communities do not suffer significant imbalances in their population. It must be
appreciated that a solution to this problem only occurs when addressed hand in hand with a
positive approach to broader development matters. This approach would be in accordance
with the approach advocated in recent Ministerial Statements which aim to unblock
obstacles in the planning system in order to stimulate the homebuilding sector and boost
housing supply. One of the key measures advocated is relaxing the expectations for
affordable housing if it makes a site commercially unviable, which it would clearly do in the

majority of cases in Richmondshire.

CHAPTER 3: THE STRATEGIC APPROACH
VISION FOR 2028

We are generally supportive of the Vision for Richmondshire and the overall strategy for the

Principal Towns, Local Service Centres and Villages. We particularly welcome the
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recognition of the need for a diverse, competitive and successful rural economy which

provides access to local job opportunities.

To be consistent with the NPPF, it is considered that the Vision should be more aspirational
in its approach with greater emphasis on “enhancing” and “improving” the vibrancy and
vitality of Richmond and the villages within the district and should also be clear that it will

seek to significantly boost the supply of housing (NPPF Paragraphs 47 and 154).

STRATEGIC OBJECTIVES

We consider that Strategic Objective A of the Core Strategy is unsound because it is not
justified by the evidence nor is it consistent with national planning policy. The objective
states that overall change in Richmondshire should reflect the needs of the area and its
relative lack of potential for growth, taking into account the great concern to protect its high
qguality environment. However NPPF is explicit that the district should meet its objectively
assessed development needs and the Council's SHELAA demonstrates that there is
sufficient potential for growth to meet this need without environmental harm. Furthermore
the Council have no tangible evidence to demonstrate that the impacts of meeting their
objectively assessed development needs would objectively and demonstrably outweigh the

benefits of doing so.

Objective B of the Core Strategy is unjustified and inconsistent with national government
guidance. Based on the latest CLG Household projections figures and North Yorkshire
Strategic Housing Market Assessment, the housing provision should be increased to at least
250 dwellings per annum. Furthermore in accordance with paragraph 47 of the NPPF a
buffer of 20% should be provided for choice and competition because housing completions

in the district have been significantly and consistently below target since 2004.
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SPATIAL PRINCIPLES

SPATIAL PRINCIPLE SP1: SUB AREAS

We broadly support the recognition that Central Richmondshire is at the heart of the district
of the district in terms of population, services and facilities and therefore should be the

principal focus of growth.

SPATIAL PRINCIPLE SP2: SETTLEMENT HIERARCHY

We support the continued identification of Richmond as a Principal Town. We consider this
designation appropriately reflects the role of the settlement and the comprehensive range of
services and facilities it provides. Richmond fulfils an important local service centre role for
the majority of the district. It has a strong employment base, excellent public transport links
to the surrounding main urban areas, and a wide and extensive range of facilities and
services. Richmond is a highly sustainable location and therefore should be designated a
high proportion of the growth within the district. It is critical that sufficient growth is allowed
within Richmond to meet its housing and employment needs including those of its
surrounding rural area, and in order to preserve and enhance its role as a Principal Town. A
sufficient quantum of growth needs to be brought forward within Richmond in order maintain
the services and facilities within the settlement and preserve the vitality and vibrancy of the

town centre.

SPATIAL PRINCIPLE SP4: THE SCALE AND DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSING
DEVELOPMENT

THE SCALE OF HOUSING DEVELOPMENT

We do not consider that the housing target of 180 dwellings per annum is sound because it
is not positively prepared or justified. Neither would it be effective or consistent with national

planning policy.

Firstly, the Yorkshire and Humber Plan Regional Spatial Strategy (2008) still remains part of

the development plan and therefore the Core Strategy and its housing requirement should
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be in general conformity with it. Therefore, as a minimum, the housing requirement needs to
be increased to make up the shortfall in housing against the RS housing requirement. RS
sets a housing requirement for Richmondshire of 200 net additions per annum to the
dwelling stock between 2004 - 2008 and 200 net additions per annum between 2008 — 2026.
The Core Strategy is not seeking to make up the large shortfall in housing provision which
has occurred since 2004. Therefore there would be a substantial shortfall in provision by the
end of the RS plan period in 2026. The Council’'s Annual Monitoring Report (2011) indicates
a likely shortfall of 538 dwellings calculated against RS rates since 2004. This equates to an
additional 32 dwellings per annum over the plan period. Our client considers that the
shortfall needs to be made up if the Local Plan is to be in general conformity with the

Regional Strategy (RS).

Any deviation from the RS requirement can only be justified where it is supported by
appropriate, relevant and up to date evidence. The NPPF provides a clear methodology for
determining the housing requirement. Paragraph 159 requires that Local Planning
Authorities should have a clear understanding of housing needs in their area, and this
should form the basis of the district's housing requirement. The paragraph states that Local

Planning Authorities should:

‘Prepare a Strategic Housing Market Assessment to assess their full housing needs, working
with neighbouring authorities where housing market areas cross administrative boundaries.
The Strategic Housing Market Assessment should identify the scale and mix of housing and

the range of tenures that the local population is likely to need over the plan period which:

— meets household and population projections, taking account of migration and
demographic change;

— addresses the need for all types of housing, including affordable housing and the needs
of different groups in the community (such as, but not limited to, families with children,
older people, people with disabilities, service families and people wishing to build their
own homes);34 and

— caters for housing demand and the scale of housing supply necessary to meet this

demand.’
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We consider that the Core Strategy’s housing requirement is not justified nor is it consistent
with national planning policy because it does not accord with the three tests set out in the

NPPF for determining its housing requirement

The North Yorkshire Strategic Housing Market Assessment

The North Yorkshire SHMA identifies three potential scenarios of growth within the district.
The first scenario considers the ONS population and CLG household projections and
indicates a realistic growth level of 238 new households per annum. The second scenario
considers natural population change within the district and removes the impact of migration
and indicates a requirement of 176 dwellings per annum. It is considered that this scenario
is unrealistic in consideration of Richmondshire’s historic levels of international migration

and it would also have significant adverse impact on the overall viability of the district.

The final scenario is economic—led which seeks to align population profiles with projected
economic growth in the district. This forecast predicts Richmondshire to have a relatively
low level of employment growth over the plan period. However the economic led scenario
forecasts a requirement for 285 dwellings per annum. This economic led scenario for
growth would clearly be the most consistent with the need to ensure that strategies for
housing and employment are integrated (NPPF Paragraph 159). From these figures, it is

evident that the LPA’s proposed housing requirement is not reflective of any the scenarios.

The North Yorkshire Strategic Housing Market Assessment identifies that there is a net
annual affordable housing need for 260 dwellings per annum for the next 5 years to clear the
existing backlog and meet future arising needs for the next 5 years. Therefore using a
simple extrapolation of affordable need it demonstrates that there is a potential need for
1,300 affordable housing units over the next 5 years (to meet the backlog and affordable

housing for the next 5 years).

The SHMA indicates that there is an annual future affordable housing need for 100 dwellings
per annum arising from newly forming households who cannot afford to buy or rent a
property on the open market. It is reasonable to assume that this level of newly arising
need will continue for the rest of the plan period. Therefore, we calculate conservatively that

there is a potential need for 2,300 affordable housing dwellings over the plan period.
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Assuming the best case scenario that 40% of the total 3,060 dwellings proposed in the
district for the next 15 years are affordable (in accordance with Policy CP6) then potentially
1224 affordable housing units would be provided over the period. On this basis, the Core
Strategy’s housing requirement would only meet 28% of the total affordable housing need
over the plan period. Therefore the Core Strategy’s housing requirement would not address
the needs for all types of housing because it would not deliver the level of affordable housing
need required for the district identified in the North Yorkshire SHMA and have an unrealistic

over reliance upon exception sites to meet this objective.

The Latest Population and Household Projections

It is clear from the latest up-to-date evidence that the Council should have a significantly
higher housing requirement. The latest CLG 2008 based sub-national household
projections show a significant increase in the number of households in the district — with an
increase from 23,000 in 2008 to 28,000 in 2028. This would result in a likely need to
accommodate 5,000 additional households in Richmondshire between 2008 and 2028,

which indicates a housing requirement of at least 250 net additions per annum.

The Core Strategy seeks to justify the lower housing requirement and not meeting the latest
household projections on the basis of revised international migration estimates set out in the
Council’'s Scrutiny of Population Estimates and Projections Paper. In terms of the 2010
ONS population projections we do not know their implications in terms of projected
household formation. Therefore they are, at this moment, irrelevant and should not be used
for determining the housing requirement. We consider that the Council’'s approach of
applying the 2010 ONS population projections to the 2008 CLG household projections is
flawed. The 2010 ONS population projections are based on population and migration trends
from 2006 to 2010, when there have been historic low levels of migration (including
international migration) into district. This approach ignores the fact that when you look at the
long term patterns the district has experienced high levels of in migration and international
migration. The Core Strategy will set the housing requirement for the next 15 years and
therefore should be based on long term historic trends and not a short dip in levels caused

by the extraordinary economic condition experienced since 2007.
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Furthermore is it evident from the Council’s population paper that the 2008 CLG household
estimates are likely to be very conservation because of the underestimation of the military
population. The Council state that it is military policy for personal and their families to settle
near by the base in ‘normal’ market housing. This population is currently not fully
considered in the ONS population projections which inform the CLG household projections.
Therefore the movement of military families away from Service Persons Family
Accommodation to normal market housing will increase significant the pressure on the

housing market.

On balance, we consider that dwelling led scenario of 200 dwellings per annum in the
Council’'s population paper is a more accurate; however it would fail to be consistent with
expressed objective of the NPPF of “significantly boosting housing supply” and building a
strong and competitive economy. NPPF states in paragraph 21 that planning policies
should “recognise and seek to address potential barriers to investment, including a poor
environment or any lack of infrastructure, services or housing (our emphasis).” Furthermore,
the approach fails to reflect the wider repercussions of not providing the housing
requirement identified in the SHMA, in terms of exasperating housing affordability,
demographic imbalances and fostering the decline of the economy. It is essential that the
district attracts relatively high-levels of in-migration (including from international migrants) to
help rebalance the age structure of the population and increase the extent of the

economically active population to ensure economic growth.

The requirement to cater for housing demand and the scale of housing supply

necessary to meet this demand.

Richmondshire is an area of very high housing demand in particular Richmond and Primary
Service Villages in the Central Area. This is evidenced by Figure 12.3 of RSS and the
NYCC Strategic Housing Market Assessment. It is now a major part of existing policy that
the planning system should adequately provide for housing demand. Paragraph 159 of the
NPPF states that “local planning authorities should provide for housing demand and the
scale of housing supply necessary to meet this demand.” Although said in relation to
Strategic Housing Market Assessments, it is clear that the same advice applies to Local

Plans.
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As currently drafted, the Core Strategy would not provide sufficient housing to meet the
housing demand in the district. It is our contention that this approach would only exacerbate
existing problems of housing affordability which the SHMA clearly identifies as an important

issue within the district.

Conclusion on the Housing Requirement

Core Strategy Policy SP4 provides a housing requirement of 180 dwellings per annum
between 2012 and 2028. We consider that the housing requirement is not soundly based
because it not positively prepared, justified, effective or consistent with national planning
policy. This level of housing growth would only barely meet the expected natural change
within the district (SHMA Scenario 2). This would exacerbate the current imbalances in the
age structure and create a shrinking labour force. It would potentially mean that
employment growth is not matched by new housing, thereby leading to higher net in-
commuting into the district contrary to principles of sustainability. Importantly, it would be
contrary to the objectives of national policy which is seeking to significantly boost housing

development and support sustainable economic growth (NPPF Paragraphs 14 and 47).

In conclusion, applying the principles of national policy, there is a strong demographic,
economic, and housing case to increase the housing requirement to at least 250 net

additions per annum.

DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSING DEVELOPMENT

We consider that the proposed distribution of housing in the Central Richmondshire Sub
Area is unsound because it is not justified or effective. RS Policy VTL1 states that
Richmond and Catterick Garrison as the Principal Towns should be the main focus for
growth in the district. However it does not state that Catterick Garrison has to accommodate
such a large proportion of the district’s requirement. In contrast there is clear recognition in
RS Policies VTL1 and YHS5 that Richmond should retain its key role as the principal centre
within the district. This would clearly indicate that RS recognises the need to deliver a
sufficient level of growth in Richmond to retain its role within the district and enhance its
overall viability and sustainability. It is critical that sufficient growth is allowed within

Richmond to meet its housing and employment needs including those of its surrounding
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rural area, and in order to preserve and enhance its role as a Principal Town. A sufficient
guantum of growth needs to be brought forward within Richmond in order to maintain the
services and facilities within the settlement and preserve the vitality and vibrancy of the town

centre.

Furthermore the approach fails to recognise that the Richmond and Garrison Area housing
markets are separate and distinct. The delivery of additional housing in the Garrison Area
would not meet the acute need and demand for market and affordable housing in Richmond.
Richmond is a high value area with corresponding high levels of housing need and demand.
This is in comparison to Catterick Garrison Area, which the SHMA identifies as a low
housing value and demand area. The strategy would result in increased housing pressures
and prices, and would exacerbate issues of affordability within Richmond and the
surrounding villages, thus displacing existing residents and compounding unsustainable
travel patterns. The approach would equally not deliver the benefits to the viability and
vitality of Richmond town centre and its services and facilities. Therefore, the strategy of
meeting Richmond’s strategic housing needs and demands in the Garrison Area is contrary
to national government guidance, because it would fail to meet the high level of housing

needs and demands within the settlement and its rural hinterland.

RS Policy YH6 Paragraph 2.47 recognises that villages can fulfil important local service
centre roles and as such should be given a reasonable proportion of growth. This is
particularly important in a rural district such as Richmondshire with its thinly dispersed rural

population, which is reliant on the service villages to meet its needs.

Furthermore, the choice of a Spatial Strategy should also be underpinned by a robust and
credible assessment of the amount of land which is likely to come forward within the context
of the preferred spatial strategy. We do not consider that the Council's evidence base
contains such a robust and credible assessment. In particular it exaggerates the potential of
the Catterick Garrison Area to accommodate additional development, and it has also failed
to adequately assess the alternative of identifying additional land for development in
Richmond and the primary service villages (without the need for a strategic extension and

given the environmental constraints). .

The Council's preferred Spatial Strategy does not represent the most appropriate option

when considered against reasonable alternatives. The strategy is over reliant on Catterick
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Garrison to deliver the lion’s share of the housing requirement. There has been significant
under delivery of housing in the Catterick Garrison area principally because of the lack of
demand and highway constraints. We contend that it would be a better option to spread the
housing requirement more widely across the Central sub-area especially to Richmond and

the Primary Service Villages.

We consider that the Spatial Strategy and in particular the proposed amount and distribution
of housing is not sound because it has not been positively prepared, justified nor will it be
effective. The Core Strategy should recognise that the Primary Service Villages fulfil an
important local service centre role and therefore should be allocated a larger proportion of
the growth to allow them to continue to provide services and facilities to people living in the
rural areas. In Central Richmondshire much of the housing need and demand especially for
affordable housing is concentrated in Richmond and the Primary Service Villages, where
there is the greatest disparity between house prices and income. This need would not be
met by concentrating the growth on the Catterick Garrison Area, which would only result in
stripping people away from their local communities and connections, and fostering

unsustainable travel patterns.

SUB AREAS STRATEGIES
3.2 CENTRAL RICHMONDSHIRE

CENTRAL RICHMONDHSIRE SPATIAL STRATEGY (CRSS)

We consider that CRSS is unsound because it is not positively prepared, justified, effective
or consistent with national planning policy. The present wording of the policy is not
consistent with NPPF because there is too great a focus on previously developed land as
one principal determinant in the allocation of sites in Richmond and the Primary Service
Villages. This undue emphasis on PDL (over greenfield sites) is based on the sequential
approach set out in the previous guidance (PPS3) rather than the more relaxed approach in
NPPF. This approach is therefore outdated, unjustified and not consistent with national
planning policy. We consider other factors such as the overall sustainability and
deliverability of the sites should be given greater weight, especially as the majority of the

housing needs within the Central Richmondshire Sub Area cannot be met on previously
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developed land. To be sound, CRSS should be amended so that issues of sustainability

and deliverability are given equal consideration.

POLICY CP6: PROVIDING AFFORDABLE HOUSING

The Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) states that there is a significant
affordable housing need within the district. One of the key mechanisms for the delivery of
affordable housing is through Section 106 agreements. This figure clearly cannot be
achieved by only delivering 180 dwellings per annum as advocated within Spatial Principle
SP4. Neither will the shortfall be met by exception sites or directly funded provision.
Therefore, fundamentally we consider that the Council should be looking to increase the
housing provision within the district to facilitate meeting its long term affordable housing

needs.

We also consider that that the 40% affordable housing target is unsound because it is not
justified by robust and credible evidence of economic viability. Such a higher housing
requirement and low site threshold is unrealistic and would effectively stifle housing supply,
which is contrary to the approach advocated within the NPPF (Paragraphs 50, 173 and 174)

and recent ministerial speeches and announcements.
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5.0 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

5.1 Carter Jonas LLP welcomes the opportunity to submit representations to Richmondshire’s

Submission Core Strategy.

5.2 These representations demonstrate that the Core Strategy should be providing for a much
higher level of housing growth. From analysis of the evidence base and most up to date
evidence sources, it is clear that Richmondshire should be looking to accommodate at least
250 net additions to the housing stock per annum. It is also evident that significantly more
growth in the Central Sub Area should be directed to the Principal Town of Richmond and
Primary Service Villages in order to reflect their high level of sustainability and preserve and

enhance their long-term vitality and viability.
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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 John Thornhill Mr
First name Russell
Last name Hall
Job title (if applicable) Principal Planner
Work/organisation (if 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



9130

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)

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, particularly
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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), 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 AND DISTRIBUTION 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, based on both the existing and
future demand, for 260 affordable dwellings per annum over the next 5 years. 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/ 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 affordable 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 result in 71 affordable dwellings per annum which is 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
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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 (noting that the Council accept there is
insufficient public funding for stand along affordable housing schemes to address the need), 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 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 for development. In particular, there are viable greenfield sites
that will provide a significant amounts of housing whilst also meeting 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 (see Figure
8 page 37) were not the only areas considered suitable for development. Instead, the Strategic
Development Growth Areas put forward in the submission Core Strategy are those identified by the
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 designation. Morover, subject to appropriate mitigation, there is appropriate

infrastructure to accommodate a very significant scale of 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 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 affordable and market

needs.

The suggested quantum of development above, 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.

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 C - North and East of

Colburn/Walkerville could provide a sustainable and logical extension to the Garrison Area without
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undermining or significantly conflicting with the requirements of the NPPF or any historical, landscape
or ecological designations.

Extract from Hipswell, Scotton and Colburn (Catterick Garrison): Development Search Areas and Strategic Directions of
Development Paper (2011)

Indeed the parcels of land, as set out below, offer a viable, flexible, deliverable and sustainable sites

for housing development in the short to medium term and should be included in the Strategic
Development Growth Area for the Garrison Area :-
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Land to the North of Catterick Road to the West of Colburn.

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.
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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. As set out in Paragraph 52 of the NPPF, ‘the supply of new homes can sometimes be
best achieved through planning for large scale development, such as new settlements or extensions to

existing villages and towns that follow the principles of Garden Cities’.

(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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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 Mr Mr
First name Randall Joe
Last name Orchard Ridgeon
Job title (if applicable) Planning Consultant
Work/organisation (if George F White LLP
applicable)
Address Heatherlea 8 Front Street
37 Quaker Lane Wolsingham
Richmond Co Durham
Postcode DL10 4BB DL13 3AA
Telephone No. 01388 529570
Email address joeridgeon@georgefwhite.co.uk
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Part B - Your representation

Please use a separate sheet for each representation.

Name/Organisation Mr R Orchard

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) Please see attached document.

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

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 housing numbers do not accord with national policy. Please see attached document for
further details.

(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:






9131

The housing numbers do not accord with national policy. Please see attached document for
further details.

(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 housing numbers do not accord with national policy. Please see attached document for
further details.

(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 provide further clarification on the evidence provided and to answer any questions the
Inspector may have.

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: Joe Ridgeon

Date: 14/09/2012
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Our client, Mr R Orchard, owns land to the south of Green Howards Road. A location plan has
been enclosed which indicates the extent of the site. We are instructed to make the following
representations to Richmondshire District Council.

Vision for 2028 (page 11)

The Vision for 2028 is supported, especially the planned growth of Richmond. However, the
supporting text to the Central Richmondshire Spatial Strategy (CRSS) refers to Richmond as
attracting a “growing visitor economy” (para. 3.2.7) and this focus on tourism should be
reflected in the Vision.

Spatial Principle SP4: Scale and Distribution of Housing Development (page 24)

The plan proposes 180 homes per year over the whole plan area of to 2028. This is based on
Richmondshire: Scrutiny of population estimates and projections (edge analytics, January
2012).

The Richmondshire District Council (RDC) Annual Monitoring Report 2010/11 (AMR,
December 2011) states:

4.9 During the years 2004 to 2011, the Richmondshire plan area saw the
provision of 862 new dwellings, which is an average rate of 123 units per
annum (see Figure 3 below). This year 38 (net) units were provided,
consisting of 54 new build completions and 27 (net) conversions/change of
use to dwellings. However, 42 dwellings were demolished (at Lyle Close) and
a further dwelling was lost as a result of other losses (e.g. mobile/temporary
dwellings).

4.10 Itis important to look at the overall development trend in this area rather than
isolate a particular year. The effects of the recession are clear to see in the
housing delivery figures, as is the average pre recession trend, which was
only slightly below the RSS/LSS target. The current reduction in development
rates is a product of current economic pressures that have affected the
housing market and the building industry nationally. This in turn has slowed
the overall development strategy for this and many other areas. It is perhaps
premature to talk in terms of an acute shortfall at a time when all other
economic indicators show similar and dramatic falls.

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF, March 2012) requires Local Planning
Authorities to identify a supply of specific deliverable sites:

“sufficient to provide five years worth of housing against their housing requirements
with an additional buffer of 5% to ensure choice and competition in the market for
land. Where there has been a record of persistent under delivery of housing, local
planning authorities should increase the buffer to 20% to provide to provide a realistic
prospect of achieving the planned supply and to ensure choice and competition in the
market for land”.

It is clear from that AMR that there has been a consistent under supply of houses, which has
been particularly acute in the last 4 years. There is no indication in the Core Strategy or the
supporting evidence documents that the required additional buffer has been considered. RDC
should therefore look again at the proposed housing numbers and re-assess the proposed
Scale and Distribution of Housing up to 2028.

As a minimum it is considered that the 5-year supply should be 180 x 5 = 900 dwellings +
20% = 1080 dwellings, which would give annual requirement of 216 dwellings per year for the
first 5 years. This would give a minimum total requirement over the identified 17 year period of
3240.
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Furthermore, Section 110 of the Localism Act 2011 introduces a ‘duty to co-operate’.
Paragraph 3.1.27 of the Core Strategy refers to Yorkshire Dales National Park as having
limited capacity for new housing development’ and it is considered that the proposed housing
numbers have not taken into account that a proportion of the housing target, which is for the
whole Richmondshire area, is unlikely to be delivered in the National Park. There is no
evidence in the Core Strategy of co-operation with the National Park as the Planning Authority
in relation to the delivery of the required housing numbers. This would also indicate the 180
homes per year target is too low and should be increase to ensure the needs of the whole of
Richmondshire are met.

The distribution of housing numbers by percentage will be difficult to monitor and could also
have unintended consequences if one part of the plan area has a windfall of housing: unless it
is intended that if one area has a greater number of houses delivered than expected this will
result in an increase in other areas as well, to ensure the percentage distribution remains in
accordance with the plan.

Spatial Principle SP5: Scale and Distribution of Economic Development (page 31)

The support for the Gallowfields Estate in Richmond is not specific and, as identified in the
RDC Employment Land Review (ELR, January 2012), the further development of Gallowfields
Estate is limited by a constrained access for HGV'’s.

The development of housing sites in and around Richmond could contribute to access
improvements to Gallowfields Estate. While this has been considered in relation to the
Infrastructure Delivery Plan Projects (Table 6, page 96) the Community Infrastructure Levy
will only be able to provide a relatively small percentage of the funding.

Central Richmondshire Spatial Strategy (CRSS)(page 38)

The CRSS sets out a clear strategy for the area and the support for development which
strengthens and sustains Richmond is commendable.

However, the supporting text states that RDC have concluded that ‘strategic scale
development has been ruled out because of environmental and historic constraints, with the
river to the south, archaeological interests to the east and landscape and topography issues
elsewhere.” (para. 3.2.2). The land to the south of Green Howards Road (see enclosed
Location Plan) has not been fully considered. This site is an opportunity for housing
development which could provide the 50 dwellings adjacent to Richmond. The following
comments have already been submitted in relation to the previous consultation:

o As the land continues to rise to the north of the site the green slope above the site
would remain, which would continue to provide a backdrop to Richmond.

e Only developing part of the site would reduce the impact on any archaeology.

o The development of a smaller site, which can also be accessed via Bolton Avenue,
reduces the impact of the impact on the surrounding highway network.

e The proposed site would relate very well to the existing built environment of
Richmond and would not extend the built form beyond existing building lines.

e A smaller site in the southern portion of the Option D area (as identified in the
Richmond: Development Search Areas and Strategic Directions of Development)
would ensure that any impact on nature conservation interests would be minimised.

e The site benefits from an existing tree belt which lies directly to the south of the site.
As the trees are already mature the screening provided by them is maximised.

e The impact on the Richmond Conservation Area can be minimised by high quality
design and materials.
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e Existing rights of way can be easily incorporated into any development proposal.

e The location of the site ensures that it is as closely linked to the town centre and is
practicable, with access provided via Bolton Avenue to both Queens Road and Hurgill
Road. The site would therefore benefit from convenient access to shopping,
employment and educational facilities.

e As only the southern part is proposed for housing development views to the south,
across to the castle, can be preserved.

Furthermore, as stated above, the development of housing sites in and around Richmond
could contribute to access improvements to Gallowfields Estate.

Reference is made to ‘Small scale, high quality, new housing development’, but there is no
definition of ‘small scale’. It is considered that the proposed 250 houses in Richmond during
the plan period could not all be located within the existing settlement limits and therefore
expansion of the settlement will be required.

Further to the encouragement of sympathetic town centre development for tourism uses there
is also an opportunity to increase visitor accommodation around Richmond, which would
support the visitor economy.

Policy CP6: Providing Affordable Housing (page 66)

The inclusion of the reference to ‘economic viability assessment’ is supported. However, in
light of the persistent under delivery of housing it is considered that RDC consider the target
percentage of affordable housing carefully. It is encouraging that the percentage is a
reduction when compared to the Interim Affordable Housing Policy of 50%.

Core Policy CP10: Delivering Tourism (page 78)

The policy should also consider hotel accommodation adjacent to settlements such as
Richmond, where there will be fewer constraints than town centre locations.
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From: Local Plan [localplan @hambleton.gov.uk]

Sent: 14 September 2012 15:32

To: GEN - Local Plan

Subject: 1310 Richmondshire Core Strategy Consultation - NY SHMA critique

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Attachments: 20739 - NYSHMA Doc ¢ SUBMITTED.pdf
Afternoon

Please find attached a copy of our North Yorkshire SHMA critique by way of representation to
the Core Strategy submission and specifically in relation to the scale of housing provision.
We have submitted this to all authorities in North Yorkshire and appeared at all recent EiP's
to ensure a sound evidence base and appropriate projections are utilised. Please therefore
consider this to be an objection in respect of soundness.

Regards

James Hall
Partner

Planning . Design . Delivery

bartonwillmore.co.uk
3rd Floor, 14 King Street
Leeds, LS1 2HL

Phone: 0113 2044 777
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MS09/GVA Response 010812

1st August 2012 GVA

Mr Wyn Ashton
Principal Housing Services Manager

Craven District Council 81 Fountain Street
1 Belle Vue Square Manchester M2 2EE
Broughton Road T +44 (0)8449 02 03 04
Skipton F: +44 (0)161 956 4009
North Yorkshire

BD23 1FJ Direct Line 0161 956 4327

Email: matthew.spilsbury@gva.co.uk

Dear Wyn,
GVA Response to ‘NYSHMA: a critique’ (April 2012) Prepared by Barton Willmore

In April 2012 planning consultancy Barton Willmore published the document ‘North
Yorkshire Strategic Housing Market Assessment: a critique’ (‘BW’ hereafter) on behalf of
the North Yorkshire Development Consortium (NYDC), which consists of house builders
Barratt Developments PLC, Persimmon and Taylor Wimpey.

In this letter GVA has set out a formal response to the criticisms levelled at the NYSHMA
(2011) by BW. Reflecting the remit within which GVA operated when producing the
NYSHMA (2011), this response focuses upon the following areas of criticism from BW:

e The NYSHMA methodology
e The Spatial context of the NYSHMA
e The use of the NYSHMA as evidence to inform policy decisions in North Yorkshire

This letter withholds comment upon BW'’s other criticisms of the NYSHMA (2011). It is our
understanding that the North Yorkshire Strategic Housing Partnership (NYSHP) is
formulating its own response to these matters.

The NYSHMA Methodology

Within chapter 2 and 3, BW present critique of the NYSHMA (2011) process - specifically
stating that:

‘The NYDC are therefore concerned that this assessment has been undertaken in
isolation from any other interested party that could make up a housing market
partnership including members of the NYDC who have not participated in the drafting
of this document’. (BW ‘NYSHMA: a critique’, April 2012, para 3.13)

The SHMA was commissioned by the North Yorkshire Strategic Housing Partnership
(NYSHP). The research process was designed to actively involve and consult with
stakeholders alongside this Partnership in order to ensure that interested parties were
able to shape the research process and the presentation of the analysis.
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GVA can confirm that during the drafting of the NYSHMA (2011) an extensive process
of engagement was undertaken with stakeholders across North Yorkshire including a
number of by invitation workshops during March 2011 across the local authorities. The
invitees to these workshops included a range of locally active house builders, agents,
consultants and social housing providers. The make-up of these groups reflects those
identified as being potential members of a Housing Market Partnership as per the SHMA
Guidance (Figure 2.1).

The purpose of the workshop events was to present the proposed process, data
sources, and initial analysis undertaken for the NYSHMA (2011). Attending stakeholders
therefore provided feedback on the methods and data sources used as well as their
views on draft results and the functionality of the local housing market(s). Following the
workshops stakeholders were also invited to submit separate comments and responses
to the Local Authorities and the consultancy team.

Attendance records at the stakeholder events reveal that members of the NYDC did
indeed attend multiple stakeholder workshops and therefore had the opportunity to be
involved in the refining of data sources, results and drafting of the NYSHMA (2011). A list
of those attending from NYDC is included below for reference:

NYSHMA Workshop Date Organisation Attendee
Barratt Developments | Paul Butler

City of York; Selby 10th March 2011 | Taylor Wimpey Richard Harrison
Barratt Developments | Emily Grogan

Hambleton; Taylor Wimpey Rob McLackland

Richmondshire 8th March 2011 | Taylor Wimpey lain Pay

In the view of GVA, this extensive staged consultation process with both public and
private sector stakeholders meets the specifications of the current DCLG ‘Strategic
Housing Market Assessment: Practice Guidance’ (Version 2 August 2007).

Within chapter 3, BW present critique of the methodology used for the NYSHMA (2011).
The first criticism is levelled at the household survey sample size (para 3.2 - 3.5). BW
proposes that the NYSHMA (2011) does not include a large enough sample of
households to conduct a full assessment of housing needs (as required by para 158-159
of the NPPF). Clarification is also sought as to the ‘reference to both surveys’ (BW para
3.3), which they argue gives grounds for the validity of figures to be questioned.

To clarify, it is apparent to GVA that BW has misinterpreted references to household
survey sample size and response rate included within the NYSHMA (2011).

Paragraph 1.16 - bullet 1 of the NYSHMA (2011) highlights that a single household
survey was undertaken during the process. A total of 155,104 household surveys were
posted and telephone boosters conducted. Over 16,000 households provided survey
responses, which equates to a sample of circa 5% of all North Yorkshire’s households.
The response rate for all surveys posted/conducted was 10.2%. This takes into account
the fact that of the 16,000 surveys returned by households,15,641 surveys were used to
inform the analysis presented in the NYSHMA. This difference was as a result of surveys
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being returned incomplete or erroneously and highlights the thorough and rigorous
approach taken to analysing the primary survey data.

Critically, the current DCLG ‘Strategic Housing Market Assessment: Practice Guidance’
(Version 2 August 2007) Annex C (para. 18-19) highlights that it is not the proportion of
target population that is important in undertaking household surveys. Instead it sets out
the required minimum number of household responses required:

‘A common misconception when sampling is that it should be based on a certain
percentage of the population being studied. In fact, it is the total number of cases
sampled which is important. As the number of cases increase, the results become more
reliable but at a decreasing rate, until eventually a point is reached (around 2,000
cases) when the additional accuracy obtained by continuing to increase the sample is
not worth the extra cost. Approximately 1500 responses should allow a reasonabile level
of analysis for a local authority area. Joint surveys should attempt to obtain 1500
responses from each local authority.” (DCLG ‘Strategic Housing Market Assessment:
Practice Guidance’ [Version 2 August 2007] Annex C para. 18)

As set out in Figure 1.2 of the NYSHMA (2011), the number of household surveys used in
the analysis exceeded the minimum response number required (1,500) by the
guidance in each Local Authority.

As part of the original brief issued by the North Yorkshire Strategic Housing Partnership
Selby was excluded from the household survey. This reflected the fact that Selby had
very recently conducted a household survey to inform the Selby SHMA (2009). The
NYSHMA (2011) drew on this comparable information as appropriate for Selby,
reflecting that the Selby SHMA (2009) household survey utilised in excess of 4,000
household surveys to inform the analysis. This was therefore in conformity with the
current DCLG guidance.

BW subsequently level criticism at the use of a triangulation approach within the
NYSHMA (2011) - suggesting in paragraphs 3.6 — 3.7 that this process is unclear and,
within para. 8.4, that they understand that triangulation is only used where there are
limitations with the datasets used. GVA refutes this assertion. The current DCLG
‘Strategic Housing Market Assessment: Practice Guidance’ (Version 2 August 2007)
highlights:

“Whether a strategic housing market assessment is based upon secondary or survey
data should not be a factor in determining whether an assessment is robust and
credible. No one methodological approach or use of a particular dataset(s) will result
in a definitive assessment of housing need and demand.” (DCLG ‘Strategic Housing
Market Assessment: Practice Guidance’ [Version 2 August 2007] Page 11)

The guidance therefore supports the use and consideration of multiple available data
sources in order to ensure that the most up-to-date, high quality and locally reflective
information is used to provide a robust, and credible, evidence base. This approach
was followed in producing the NYSHMA (2011) and to facilitate transparency, the data
sources used are listed within the NYSHMA (2011) at para. 1.16 bullet 2.
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When these clarifications are considered together, this approach meets the
specifications of the current DCLG ‘Strategic Housing Market Assessment: Practice
Guidance’ (Version 2 August 2007). This remains the relevant informing document for
preparing a SHMA, and should be considered in conjunction with the NPPF (2012). As a
result, it is irrefutable that the NYSHMA (2011) contained a sufficient sample size and
response rate to provide a full assessment of the local authorities’ housing needs and
therefore conforms to the current national guidance.

The Spatial Context of the NYSHMA

Within chapter 3 BW level criticism at the spatial context for each local authority used
within the NYSHMA (2011). Specifically, this focuses upon the variant approaches to
establishing, or the use of, housing market sub areas within each Local Authority within
the NYSHMA (2011).

There is no set approach specified within the DCLG ‘Strategic Housing Market
Assessment: Practice Guidance’ (Version 2 August 2007) to the establishment of
housing market sub-areas within a local authority housing market area. Instead, the
guidance points to a flexible approach, led by the Local Authority by stating:

‘The extent of the housing market area should have been identified by local
authorities...” (‘Strategic Housing Market Assessment: Practice Guidance’ [Version 2
August 2007] page 12)

The NYSHMA (2011) followed a considerable amount of recent analysis of housing
matters undertaken at both the sub-regional and local (local authority) level. This
research base included a number of previous housing market assessment and housing
needs studies undertaken by individual Local Authorities, which included the formal
identification of housing market areas. Where housing market areas had been defined
and endorsed at the local level in previous pieces of research these were applied
within the NYSHMA (2011).

The Local Authorities with pre-defined market areas based on existing research
included:

Hambleton
Harrogate
Richmondshire
Scarborough
York

The DCLG ‘Strategic Housing Market Assessment: Practice Guidance’ (Version 2 August
2007) directs practitioners to consider the DCLG ‘ldentifying sub regional housing
market areas Advice note’ (March 2007). The DCLG recommends that this contains the
appropriate guidance for determining housing market areas, where this has not been
undertaken previously.

Although the approach focuses at the sub-regional level, rather than the housing sub-
market level within a Local Authority, the advice note remains a valid and useful tool. In
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line with paragraph 7 of the DCLG ‘Identifying sub regional housing market areas
Advice note’ (March 2007), GVA worked closely in liaison with the Local Authorities and
undertook analysis of postcode-sector level house price data and migration trends to
identify housing market sub-areas within both Craven and Ryedale.

The Selby SHMA (2009) had recently identified the housing market area and sub-areas
within the Local Authority. The Local Authority therefore took the decision that this
provided sufficient information at this finer spatial scale. It was decided that the
NYSHMA (2011) would add additional detail at the Local Authority housing market
scale. The approach is therefore in conformity with the DCLG ‘Strategic Housing Market
Assessment: Practice Guidance’ (Version 2 August 2007).

Use of NYSHMA as Evidence to Inform Policy

Within Chapter 8 BW is critical of the approach taken by the North Yorkshire Local
Authorities in translating the evidence presented within the NYSHMA (2011) and other
evidence base documents into emerging Local Development Framework (LDF) Core
Strategy documents and Local Plans.

The NPPF (2012) emphasises the importance of Local Authorities preparing a
‘proportionate’ evidence base. It is therefore necessary to recognise that the NYSHMA
(2011) forms but one element of consideration for the Local Authorities when
establishing policy. Other elements include:

o The views of local stakeholders, including elected members, — via engagement
and consultation;

e Supply capacity factors, including land;

¢ Sustainability Appraisal of the environmental, social and economic implications,
including costs, benefits and risks of development. This will include considering
the most sustainable pattern of housing, including in urban and rural areas,
factoring in likely topographical constraints.

¢ An assessment of the impact of development upon existing or planned
infrastructure and of any new infrastructure required.

This is reinforced by the DCLG ‘Strategic Housing Market Assessment: Practice
Guidance’ (Version 2 August 2007), which states:

‘...strategic housing market assessments are only one of several factors that should be
taken into account when determining housing provision figures or the right mix of
housing’. (DCLG ‘Strategic Housing Market Assessment: Practice Guidance’ [Version 2
August 2007], page 9)

Conclusion

In conclusion, in addressing the critique prepared by BW we are confident that the
NYSHMA represents a robust source of evidence to inform the development of policy.
As illustrated within this letter, and consistently referenced within the NYSHMA (2011)
itself, the NYSHMA (2011) adheres to the latest guidance issued by Government - the
DCLG ‘Strategic Housing Market Assessment: Practice Guidance’ (Version 2 August
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2007). This relevance of this document remains unchanged following the release of the
NPPF (2012) subsequent to the NYSHMA being finalised.

Kind Regards

Matthew Spilsbury BA (Hons) MSc MRTPI
Principal
For and behalf of GVA Grimley Ltd
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NORTH YORKSHIRE STRATEGIC HOUSING MARKET ASSESSMENT: A CRITIQUE

1. Introduction

1.1 This report has been prepared on behalf of a range of
national housebuilders1, who we collectively refer to as the North
Yorkshire Development Consortium (NYDC) and responds to

the North Yorkshire Strategic Housing Market Assessment (NY
SHMA).

Purpose of the NY SHMA

1.2 We understand that GVA was commissioned by the North
Yorkshire Housing Partnership (NYSHP) in September

2010 to undertake a Strategic Housing Market Assessment
(SHMA). Paragraph 1.1 of the NY SHMA states that the
findings would be used to inform each authority’s housing policy,
Local Development Framework and negotiations on planning
applications.

1.3 We understand the purpose of the report was twofold, namely:

To provide a SHMA undertaken in accordance with
Government guidance and meeting PPS3 requirements; and

To assist in supporting the Council’s to fulfil their strategic
housing role in planning housing investment that meets the
needs of the community.

The Purpose of this Report

1.4 The NY SHMA has already been used as part of Selby District
Council’s evidence in the recent Core Strategy Examination in
Public. However, the NY SHMA has not been the subject of any
independent appraisal or assessment to consider whether the
document is robust and credible.

1.5 Paragraph’s 150 to 182 of the NPPF sets out the approach

to plan making. Paragraph 153 states that each local planning
authority should produce a Local Plan for its area, which

can be reviewed in whole or in part to respond flexibly to
changing circumstances. It goes onto state that any additional
development plans documents should only be used where clearly
justified.

1.6 This report therefore presents a critique of the NY SHMA

and identifies a number fundamental flaws within the document.
The NYDC is therefore concerned that the North Yorkshire
Planning Authorities have and will rely on it for the forthcoming
Examinations to both their Core Strategies, Site Allocations DPDs
or Local Plans.

1.7 The NYDC therefore believe that if there is a flaw in the
Council’'s supporting evidence, this presents significant issues for
their emerging DPDs/Local Plans.

3
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2. Requirements
of a SHMA

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)

21 The NPPF states that for Local Plan making, each local
planning authority should ensure that the Local Plan is based on
adequate, up-to-date and relevant evidence about the economic,
social and environmental characteristics and prospects of the
area.

2.2 Paragraph 47 (Delivering a wide choice of high quality homes)
seeks to boost significantly the supply of housing, and includes
five objectives for local authorites, including:

Use their evidence base to ensure that their Local Plan
meets the full objectively assessed needs for market and
affordable housing in the housing market area, as far as

is consistent with the policies set out in this Framework,
including identifying key sites which are critical to the delivery
of the housing strategy over the plan period;

For market and affordable housing, illustrate the expected
rate of housing delivery through a housing trajectory for the
plan period and set out a housing implementation strategy
for the full range of housing describing how they will maintain
delivery of a five-year supply of housing land to meet their
housing target; and

Set out their own approach to housing density to reflect local
circumstances.

2.3 Paragraph 50 then goes onto state that to deliver a wide
choice of high quality homes, widen opportunities for home
ownership and create sustainable, inclusive and mixed
communities, local planning authorities should:

Plan for a mix of housing based on current and future
demographic trends, market trends and the needs of different
groups in the community;

Identify the size, type, tenure and range of housing that is
required in particular locations, reflecting local demand; and

Where they have identified that affordable housing is needed,
set policies for meeting this need on site, unless off-site
provision or a financial contribution of broadly equivalent
value can be robustly justified

2.4 Paragraph 157 also states that Local Plans should:

Plan positively for the development and infrastructure
required in the area to meet the objectives, principles and
policies of this Framework;

Be drawn up over an appropriate time scale, preferably a 15-
year time horizon, take account of longer term requirements,
and be kept up to date;

Indicate broad locations for strategic development on a key
diagram and land-use designations on a proposals map;

Allocate sites to promote development and flexible use
of land, bringing forward new land where necessary, and
provide detail on form, scale, access and quantum of
development where appropriate; and

Identify land where development would be inappropriate, for
instance because of its environmental or historic significance.

2.5 Paragraph’s 158 and 159 set out that each local planning
authority should have a clear understanding of housing needs

in their area. They should prepare a Strategic Housing Market
Assessment to assess their full housing needs, working with
neighbouring authorities where housing market areas cross
administrative boundaries. The Strategic Housing Market
Assessment should identify the scale and mix of housing and the
range of tenures that the local population is likely to need over the
plan period which:

Meets household and population projections, taking account
of migration and demographic change;

Address the need for all types of housing, including
affordable housing and the needs of different groups in
the community; and

Caters for housing demand and the scale of housing
supply necessary to meet this demand,;

Prepare a Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment

to establish realistic assumptions about the availability,
suitability and the likely economic viability of land to meet the
identified need for housing over the plan period.

2.6 Annex 2 (Glossary) of the NPPF refines affordable housing
as social tented, affordable rented and intermediate housing,
provided to eligible households whose needs are not met by the
market. It sets out the following:

Social rented housing is owned by local authorities and
private registered provides, for which guidelines target rents
are determined through the national rent regime;

Affordable rented housing is let by local authorities or private
registered provides of social housing to households who are
eligible for social rented housing. Affordable Rent is subject
to rent controls that require a rent of no more than 80%

of the local market rent (including service charges, where
applicable); and
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Intermediate housing are homes for sale and rent provided at
a cost above social rent, but below market levels subject to
the criteria in the Affordable Housing definition above. These
can include shared equity (shared ownership and equity
loans), other low cost homes for sale and intermediate rent,
but not affordable rented housing.

2.7 This point is reinforced by Baroness Hanham (The
Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State, Department for
Communities and Local Government) on 25th October 2011 who
stated the following:

When assessing their housing requirements in future years
as part of a strategic housing market assessment, authorities
should use the most recently released sub-national
population projections (published by the Office for National
Statistics) and household projections (published by the
Department for Communities and Local Government).

The latest releases are the 2008-based population
projections (available at http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/rel/snpp/
sub-national-population-projections/2008--based-projections/
index.html) and the 2008-based household projections
(available at http.//wwwcommunities.gov.uk/housing/

housingresearch/housingstatistics/housingstatisticsby/
householdestimates/livetables-households/).

2.8 Paragraph 182 of the NPPF states that to be sound a plan
should be:

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;

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

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.

5
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SHMA Practice Guidance - Version 2 (August 2007)

2.9 The Practice Guidance encourages local authorities to
undertake the SHMA together and set up a housing market
partnership. Figure 2.1 of the SHMA Practice Guidance suggests
possible membership organisations, which could include:

Local authorities;
County Councils;
House builders; and

Estate agents.

210 The aim should be that housing market partnerships have
sufficient research experience and expertise to take full ownership
of the assessment and undertake as much of the assessment

as is possible themselves. This will help to develop partner’
understanding of housing markets as well as building commitment
to tackling any problems that are subsequently identified through
the assessment. The guidance does however state that it may be
necessary to commission consultants to increase the analytical
resource or undertake particular specialist aspects (eg forecasting
and modelling work).

211 Page 17 of the SHMA Practice Guidance then goes onto state
that housing market partnerships are responsible for agreeing the
methods and data sources to be used. Partnerships will need

to consider which data sources and methods will enable them to
derive robust assessments of housing need and demand. There
are several issues that partnerships will want to consider when
making these decisions:

Methods should be discussed and agreed within the
partnership so stakeholders who have a key interest can
express their views (eg regional bodies, local authorities,
house builders and registered social landlords);

A key technique for addressing data limitations is
“triangulation”. This involves bringing together evidence
from different data sources where there is no one definitive
source; and

The method should provide value for money and the
resource used should be proportionate to the advantage that
better understanding brings. It may be more cost effective
to use or improve secondary data sources, or add selected
questions to a corporate survey, rather than commission a
specialist survey.
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3. Methodology and

Spatial Context

Methodology

3.1 Section 1 of the NY SHMA describes the methodology used
as well as including a summary of CLG Guidance Core Outputs
and PPS3 requirements. This refers to the importance of an
evidence base, which should provide clear quantifiable steers
regarding the balance of housing demand and land supply, to
ensure that policies are predicated on a robust and transparent
rationale.

Sample Size

3.2 Paragraph 1.16 states that just over 16,000 responses were
received from the 155,000 surveys that were issued. The report
states that the responses received represent a total of over 5% of
total households across North Yorkshire. However the footnote
to this paragraph states that in total 15,641 surveys were used
within the analysis which constitutes a 10.2% response rate.

3.3 The NYDC is unclear why the report includes reference to
both surveys and therefore question the validity of the figures
identified in the NY SHMA. They are therefore concerned
with the transparency of what was analysed and this requires
clarification.

3.4 The second point relates to the overall sample of responses,
which at around 5% is questionable whether this is large enough
response rate to rely upon. THE NYDC believe that this low
response rate and lack of participation from Selby District Council
places significant doubt on the validity of the evidence presented
in this report.

3.5 The NYDC does not believe that the NY SHMA provides a full
assessment of the local authorities housing needs, a requirement
of the NPPF and is therefore contrary to national guidance.

Utilisation of Primary and Secondary Sources of
Information

3.6 Paragraph 1.14 of the NY SHMA states that where data is
available from a number of sources (secondary and survey base)
a process of triangulation has been conducted. The report goes
onto state that triangulation is a technique that facilities validation
of data through cross verification from more than two sources.

3.7 The NYDC is therefore unclear how this technique has
been applied to the data. Again there are concerns over the

transparency of this review process.

GIS - Spatial Analysis

3.8 Paragraph 1.23 sets out that new primary data has not been
collected, however, where possible, data has been brought across
from the recently conducted HMA for the authority.

Spatial Context

3.9 Paragraphs 2.12 to 2.14 refers to the various sub areas that
have been analysed within Hambleton, Harrogate, Richmondshire,
Scarborough, York, Craven and Ryedale. However in the context
of the first four authorities they had pre-defined sub-areas which
have been defined from previous analysis. The Craven and
Ryedale sub-areas were defined from an analysis of postcode
sector level house price data and migration tends. It is also noted
that for Selby there is no differentiation by sub area.

310 The NYDC is therefore concerned with the inconsistencies in
the spatial analysis for the various authorities and how this could
affect the overall findings of the report. This specifically relates to
those pre-defined sub areas, where no explanation is provided in
the report of how they were defined, for what analytical purposes
they have been used for previously and whether their definition
can be considered robust and in accordance with the SHMA
guidance.

311 The NYDC are also concerned that no sub area has been
defined for Selby and there is no evidence of any findings from the
SHMA for the district, but merely reference to their own HMA.

312 The NYDC is also concerned that the absence of this data
means that the NY SHMA as currently drafted is contrary to the
CLG SHMA Guidance.

Summary of concerns

3.13 The NYDC are therefore concerned that this assessment has
been undertaken in isolation from any other interested party which
could make up a housing market partnership including members
of the NYDC who have not participated in the drafting of this
document.

314 The NYDC is also concerned with the consistency and
accuracy of data and how this has been applied in the NY SHMA.

3.15 Therefore the NYDC believe that the drafting of this document
has not followed the guidance set out in the Practice Guidance
where an appropriate housing market partnership has not formed
to include house builders, estate agents.

7





8
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4. Demographic and
Economic Context

ONS Population projections

4.1 In respect of the demographic data set out in chapter 4,
population change has been gathered from the most recent
2010 mid-year estimates and is up-to-date. To present this in

a format which covers population change across the respective
Local Authorities Plan periods, Table 4.1 below sets out the ONS
population projections between 2011-2031.

4.2 In respect of the drivers of population change, the SHMA
focuses on international migration and migration between the local
authorities within the North Yorkshire area, alongside the growth
that would take place if each local authority were to grow based
purely on natural change. Growth based on natural change only
provides a robust forecast of the underlying need for households in
an area.

4.3 However a natural change scenario fails to consider the influence
of migration into and out of an area. In this context the net-migration
flows of the last ten years are reproduced in Table 4.2:

Table 4.1: Population change in North Yorkshire, 2011-2031

Authority 2011 2016 2021 2026 2031

ONS Net-Migration trends

4.4 Table 4.2 below highlights the net in-migration experienced by
all of the authorities within the North Yorkshire SHMA area, which
across the SHMA area has averaged 5,900 people per annum
2000-2010 and 5,800 people, 2005-2010.

4.5 It is noted that only Craven experienced net out-migration in
any one year between 2000-2010 at -100 people in 2008/09.
However, the general trend has been one of net in-migration, which
if continued will require household growth to match the increase in
households. A strong and robust scenario to follow in modelling
household growth would therefore be to project forward the
influence of the net-migration trends.

2011-2031

Craven 56,500 58,300 60,500 62,900 65,100 8,600
Hambleton 87,800 89,700 92,100 94,400 96,400 8,600
Harrogate 158,500 163,500 169,600 175,800 181,500 23,000
Richmondshire 52,800 55,200 57,400 59,400 61,100 8,300
Ryedale 54,000 55,700 57,900 60,200 62,100 8,100
Scarborough 109,700 112,200 115,300 118,500 121,600 11,900
Selby 83,900 88,400 93,500 98,200 102,300 18,400
York 202,800 213,500 223,200 233,300 242,700 39,900
North Yorkshire 806,000 836,500 869,500 902,700 932,800 126,800

Table 4.2: ONS net-migration trends in North Yorkshire, 2000-2010

2000- | 2001- |2002- |2003- |2004- |2005- |2006- |2007- |2008- | 2009- 2000- | 2005-
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2010 2010
700 300 400 500 600 400 600 400 400 300

Craven -100 100

Hambleton 200 700 200 200 0 700 600 300 400 100 300 400
Harrogate 1,700 400 800 600 900 400 300 1,200 1,700 700 900 900
Richmondshire 600 1,100 300 400 100 300 800 600 1,300 100 600 600
Ryedale 700 300 700 700 500 300 500 300 400 100 500 300
Scarborough 300 1,300 900 1,000 400 400 500 500 200 400 600 400
Selby 700 500 200 400 500 600 900 1,000 300 400 600 600
York 2200 1,100 2,200 2,900 1,600 1,500 1,200 2,000 3,400 3,300 2,000 2,300
North Yorkshire 5,900 5,800

Source: ONS





14

NORTH YORKSHIRE STRATEGIC HOUSING MARKET ASSESSMENT: A CRITIQUE

DCLG Household Projections

4.6 The NY SHMA considers the household projections produced
by the Department for Communities and Local Government
(DCLG). The household projections are based on recent trends
of net in-migration and provide a robust start-point for planning for
Development Plan housing targets. Government policy contained
in the NPPF states the importance of considering population,
household, migration and economic projections when setting
Development Plan housing targets.

4.7 In the context of this, the most recent household projections of
DCLG should act as the starting point for consideration of future
needs and is set out in Table 4.3 below for each Local Planning
Authority. However these projections are based on past trends
only, and are therefore policy-neutral. To ensure the economic
growth aspired to by each local authority, an increase in household
projections may be required to ensure the labour force is at least
maintained.

4.8 In respect of commuting flows based on ONS data, the SHMA
shows that 6 out of 8 local authorities have a commuting ratio
higher than 1.0. This shows that the 6 local authorities have a net
out-commuting flow, suggesting an imbalance between residents of
employment age, and available jobs. In order to fulfil sustainability
objectives set out in National Planning Policy, reduction in net out-
commuting should be sought.

4.9 The NY SHMA has also shown that strong economic growth
is expected over the period of 2011-2016, potentially requiring an
increase in the number of dwellings that will be required to house
the increase in labour force.

Table 4.3: DCLG 2008-based Household projections, North Yorkshire 2011-2031

2011-2031
Authority 2011 2016 2021 2026 2031 2011-2031 er anr?jm

Craven 25,000 27,000 28,000
Hambleton 37,000 39,000 41,000
Harrogate 69,000 74,000 78,000
Richmondshire 20,000 22,000 23,000
Ryedale 23,000 25,000 26,000
Scarborough 50,000 52,000 54,000
Selby 35,000 37,000 40,000
York 88,000 95,000 101,000
North Yorkshire 347,000 371,000 391,000

30,000 31,000 6,000

42,000 44,000 7,000 350
82,000 87,000 17,000 850
24,000 25,000 5,000 250
27,000 28,000 5,000 250
57,000 59,000 9,000 450
43,000 45,000 10,000 500
107,000 113,000 25,000 1,250
412,000 432,000 84,000 3,795
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410 In the context of the household projections set out in Table 4.3,
the net population projections rely on migration projections which
are calculated in a complex fashion using migration propensities
by age and from one area to another. The result of that complex
process for the authorities of North Yorkshire is shown in Table 4.4
for projected levels of net migration.

411 Table 4.4 shows that net in-migration in excess of the short and
long-term net-migration trends is expected over the forthcoming
period up to 2028. As set out above, the DCLG household
projections are set using past trends and do not include policy
aspirations of local authorities in respect of economic growth.

Economic Growth

412 The NY SHMA sets out the relative economic strength of North
Yorkshire when compared with the Yorkshire and Humber Region,
and England and Wales. In respect of economic activity rate,
Figure 4.1 illustrates the economic activity of North Yorkshire when
compared Regionally and Nationally.

Table 4.4: ONS Migration Estimates and Projections

[ 200013 [2014-18 |2019-23 |2024-28
500 600 700 700

Craven

Hambleton 400 500 600 600
Harrogate 900 1,100 1,300 1,400
Richmondshire 400 300 300 300
Ryedale 400 500 600 600
Scarborough 700 700 900 900
Selby 600 800 800 800
York 2,000 1,400 1,100 1,400
North Yorkshire 5,900 5,900 6,300 6,700

Source: ONS

413 Figure 4.1 shows that the economic activity rate in North
Yorkshire is 79.3%, compared with 76.6% Nationally and 74.5%
Regionally. In this context, the latest economic projections

for North Yorkshire suggest strong post-recession recovery
within North Yorkshire with 31,300 job growth between 2011-
2016. The influence of this growth on housing supply cannot be
underestimated, and provision must be of a level to ensure the
labour force growth can be contained.

Overall

414 Overall the analysis presented above shows that to ensure
the economic growth aspired to by each local authority, an
increase in household projections may be required to ensure the
labour force is at least maintained.

Figure 4.1: Local, Regional and
National Economic Activity Rate

80%

75%

70%

65%

60%

55%

50%

North
Yorkshire

Yorkshire
& Humber

England
& Wales





NORTH YORKSHIRE STRATEGIC HOUSING MARKET ASSESSM

5. The Housing Stock

5.1 Section 5 of the NYSHMA includes an overview of the current
“Housing Offer”, which the report states is fundamental to
arriving at conclusions and recommendations regarding future
requirements.

5.2 Figure 5.1 of the NY SHAM includes reference to the gross
housing completions from 2003/4 to 2009/10, whilst figure 5.2
includes those net housing completions for the same period, with
the exception of Harrogate and Craven. We are unclear why

14
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Harrogate does not have the net housing completions and from
reviewing their AMR’s it contains conflicting information, with
reference to its net and gross housing completions. This therefore
requires clarification.

5.3 Nevertheless following a review of each respective Council’s
most up to date Annual Monitoring Report, we would recommend

figure 5.2 of the NY SHMA reflects table 5.1 below.

Table 5.1: Housing Completions for North Yorkshire: 2004/05 — 2010/11

LPA Net Housing Completions

2004/05 2005/06 2006/07
Craven** 206 165 199
Hambleton* 188 850 209
Harrogate*,*** 398 354 357
Richmondshire 157 256 122
Ryedale 94 96 170
Scarborough 440 410 603
Selby 469 638 874
York 1160 906 798

2007/08
148
322
517
193
208
284
583
528

2008/09
289

180

401

56

100

196

226

451

2009/10
83

127

372

40

105

21

270

507

2010/11
129
151
212

38

169
236
366
514

* Adopted Core Strategy Figures, ** N.B. Please note, for 2004 to 2008 the gross completion figures are used in the

above table. The net completion data for these years is not available *** Net completion data not available

Figure 5.1: Overview of Annual Completions
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5.4 Figure 5.1 above shows that the general trend over the last
four to five years has been falling completions. Table 5.2 below
has taken into consideration the figures above and sets out where
there is an under / over supply when compared to the respective
housing targets. In the case of Harrogate we have assumed

their rates against the gross targets, whilst Craven has been
considered against their gross and net targets.

5.5 It is clear that seven of the eight North Yorkshire planning
authorities have not met their housing targets from 2004 to 2011.
Scarborough represents the largest quantitative shortfall of 1,020
dwellings, whilst Craven, Hambleton, Richmondshire and Ryedale
fell short by over 500 dwellings.

5.6 Selby District was the only local planning authority to exceed
its housing target. However, it should be noted that for this
district, as for most local authorities there has been a declining
trend of completions over the last three to four years, apart from
York which peaked in 2004/05 and whose housing completions
have been steadily declining over a longer period.

Vacancy

5.7 Paragraph 5.3 states that North Yorkshire contains a total
of 356,239 dwellings of which 9,200 are vacant. This results in
a total dwelling occupancy level of 347,039 households, and a
vacancy rate of approximately 2.6% as at 2009/10.

5.8 Paragraph 5.9 refers to vacancy being a key indicator of the
supply / demand imbalance. It also states that a certain level
of vacancy within a housing market is essential to ensure a

Table 5.2: Assessment of delivery against targets

healthy turnover (or churn) in order to keep the market active.
Government guidance recommends that planning policy should
look to accommodate a level of 3% to ensure a healthy market.
The NYSHMA states that the overall vacancy rate for North
Yorkshire stands at 2.6% in 2009/10, a level below the standard
assumed “healthy” vacancy rate of 3%.

5.9 Figure 5.3 of the NY SHMA provides a breakdown of North
Yorkshire, where half of North Yorkshire district having an
unhealthy low vacancy rate, namely:

Richmondshire — 1.5%
Selby — 1.1%
Scarborough — 2.5%
York — 1.8%

510 Paragraph 5.10 suggests that all records of vacancy of under
2% suggests very high levels of demand for property in these
authorities.

511 Paragraph 5.11 then refers to the more stringent test of
vacancy, which considers only those properties left vacant for
more than 6 months, i.e. long term vacancy. Against this indicator
all of the authorities have very low levels of long term vacant
properties, with everyone recording 1.8% or less. We note

that York in particular has only 0.5% of properties classified as
being vacant for more than 6 months, which illustrates the high
level of demand for properties across the area and the absence
of available existing stock to meet further demand pressures
generated by new and emerging households.

. . Housing Requirement | Total Completions Under / Over
LPA A I'H R t:
- 200t 20 2004/05 - 2010/11 | Supply

2004-08 2008-2026

Net Gross Net Gross Net Gross
Craven 250 250 250 250 1750 1750 1219* -531
Hambleton 320 330 280 290 2120 2190 1536 -584
Harrogate 390 410 390 410 2730 2870 2611* -259
Richmondshire 200 170 200 170 1400 1190 862 -538
Ryedale 230 230 200 200 1520 1520 942 -578
Scarborough 430 420 560 550 3400 3330 2380 -1020
Selby 390 400 440 450 2880 2950 3426 546
York 640 670 850 880 5110 5320 4859 -251
North Yorkshire 20910 21120 17835 -3215

*Completions assessed against gross targets
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512 This illustrates the significant housing pressure for North
Yorkshire and demonstrates the need to deliver more housing to
meet the demands from not only existing households, but new
and emerging households.

Five Year Housing Land Supply

513 The NYDC is particularly concerned with the evidence
presented in paragraphs 5.50 to 5.62 which refers to each
districts perspective on their own 5 year housing land supply. We
provide evidence below, which counters the assumptions in the
NY SHMA.

Craven

514 Paragraph 5.53 states that Craven'’s latest Housing Position
Statement (October 2011) shows a total supply of 886 dwellings
and a shortfall in the five year land supply of 364 dwellings. The
report then refers to a discount of 20% to allow for slippage (sites
not being developed due to constraints), this leaves a total of 709,
some 541 units short of the five year supply.

515 We refer to an appeal decision (APP/C2708/A/11/2157022)
dated 23rd January 2012 for an outline application for some 107
dwellings at Elsey Croft, North of Moorview Way, Skipton. In
allowing the appeal, the Inspectors Report acknowledges that it is
common ground that Craven does not have a 5 year supply.

5.16 Paragraph 15 of the Inspectors Report states that Craven
has, historically, largely failed to meet this target. The Council
acknowledge that although economic factors are partly
responsible, the failure to meet the target is also due to the lack of
allocated sites for housing throughout Craven, with the majority of
sites allocated in the Local Plan having been developed. There is
less than 3 years supply, which reduces further when the historic
accumulated shortfall in housing supply is taken into account.

517 The existing shortfall in the 5 year rolling supply of land is
already significant and any delay in the adoption of the Council’s
proposed Local Development Plan, incorporating site allocations,
would leave the area with an even more severe shortage of
available housing sites contrary to the provisions of the NPPF and
the objectives of the Ministerial Statement — Planning for Growth.
The Inspectors Report refers to a supply of between 2 to 3 years,
which the NYDC would concur with at this stage.

5.18 Therefore taken collectively we would broadly consider the
Council’s 5 year housing supply is as follows:

Table 5.3: 5 year supply position for Craven

No. of Years
supply
(A)(B+C)

1.99

Basic Annual | Shortfall from
Requirement | previous years
(net) (B) (@)

531/5 =106

Existing
LPA Assumed
Supply (A)

Craven 709

519 Therefore we conclude that Craven has around a 2 year
supply.

Harrogate

5.20 The report refers to Harrogate’s AMR 2010 which refers to
a capacity of 1,876 dwellings compared to the RSS requirement
of 1,950. In May 2011, Barton Willmore undertook a broad
assessment, which is set out in Table 5.4 below:

Table 5.4: Assessment of Harrogate’s 5 year supply

BW Calculations

Scenario A Scenario B
(“Best case”) (“Worst Case”)

Council

Calculations

Requirement

2004 — 2016 4680 4680 4680
Completions

2004 — Oct 2010 2677 2647 2543
Residual

requirement to 2003 2033 2137
2016

Time remaining

as at 1/04/11 5.0 years 5.0 years 5.0
Residual annual 407 (rounded
requirement 401 up from 406.6) a2t
Site specific 1876 1788 1095
supply

Supply inyears 4.7 4.4 2.6
Supply

expressed as 94% 88% 51%
percentage

5.21 This demonstrated that “at best”, the Council could have a
demonstrated a 4.4 year supply and “at worst” there was potential
for around a 2.6 year supply. The Council have subsequently
published their Annual Monitoring Report in December 2011,
which sets out that they had a 3.8 year supply. We have not had
sight of what evidence has been used to support this assertion,
but nevertheless it does show that the Council acknowledges that
they do not have a 5 year housing land supply.
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Richmondshire

5.22 Paragraph 5.58 refers to the RSS requirement of 1,110,
however, we note the net requirement is 1,000 dwellings. There
is a significant undersupply in the preceding years, which should
be made up in the next 5 years. Therefore the requirement for
Richmondshire for 2011/12 to 2015/16 should be 1,538 dwellings.

Ryedale

5.23 Paragraph 5.59 refers to the RSS requirement for Ryedale
being 1,110 dwellings, however, the RSS net requirement is 1,000
dwellings. There is a significant undersupply in the preceding
years, which should be made up in the next 5 years.

5.24 The Council failed to justify the stated housing requirements
and their emerging Plan is flawed on this basis. For comparative
purposes, we set out on the table below the Housing
Requirements.

Table 5.5: Comparison of annual housing requirements
evidence

Annualised
requirement
(dwellings per
annum)

Period

Source

Ryedale Local Plan

2012-2027 2
Strategy as drafted 0 0 00 dpa
e (] 2004-2026
EEEC e (DIl 2004-2008 230 dpa 206 dpa
household projections
2004 2008-2026 200 dpa
North Yorkshire SHMA
(2011)
Based c?n Sub.NatlionaI 2006-2026 281 dpa
Population projections
and POPGROUP model
(moderate growth)
DCLG Household 2012-2027 267 dpa (4000

Projection 2008 dwellings)

5.25 Based on the above, it can be concluded that the Plan as
drafted is proposing a lower housing requirement than RSS,
which is itself out of date.

5.26 NYDC considers that the housing requirement should be
based on the DCLG 2008 household projections, and that this
should be identified as a minimum, given the findings of the
Council’'s own SHMA in 2011 which suggest a higher requirement.
In addition, the requirements need to be projected to 2028 in
accordance with national policy requiring Core Strategies to
consider a plan period of at least 15 years from the date of
adoption, and, the housing requirement need to make up the
shortfall from previous years.

5.27 Therefore the appropriate housing requirement for Ryedale is
set out below.

Baseline: DCLG Household projections 2008 = 267 dpa

Adjusted period assuming adoption in late 2012
(at least 15 years)

Plan period (1st April 2012—31st March 2028 = 16 years) =
4272 dwellings

Plus shortfall from previous years
1 April 2006-31 March 2011 = 365

1 April 2011-31 March 2012 = TBC (assume 500 dwellings)
(current year)

- Total shortfall 2006-2012 = 568 dwellings

5.28 The NYDC considers that the housing requirement should be
staggered to reflect the need to make up the shortfall in the first
5 years of the Plan. This is common proactive in Core Strategies
elsewhere and is identified in various appeal decisions as a
pragmatic approach to prevent further slippage.

5.29 Ryedale Council has not provided any evidence of
environmental or other constraints which would prevent the
shortfall from being delivered in the early part of the plan period,
other than its constrained approach to land release and a lack
of an adopted development plan document. Assuming this
approach, this would provide a housing requirement for Ryedale
of:

2012-2017
2017-2028

(267 x 5) + 568 shortfall = 1835 (367 dpa)

= 2937 (267 dpa)
5.30 Therefore the NYDC would question the Council’s ascertain

that they have a 5 year housing land supply, when compared
against their overall requirements.
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Selby

5.31 The Councils current position is established in the Annual
Monitoring Report 5 Year Housing Land Supply Supporting

Paper, December 2011. This document utilises the RSS delivery
target of 440 dwellings per annum to determine the Council’s

5 year requirement. However, this has been superseded

by the Council’'s own assessment of housing delivery which
recommends 450 units to be delivered per year. In determining
the Council’s five year land supply the following types of Site have
been included:

Outstanding planning permissions which have not yet been
completed;

Sites from the 2008 SHLAA and 2010 SHLAA refresh;
Land from the SADPD ‘call for Sites’; and
Selby District Local Plan Phase 2 sites.

5.32 Table 5.6 below provides a summary of the Council’s position:

Table 5.6: Summary of SDC 5 Year Housing Land Supply

Outstanding Sites 2013
SHLAA 102
SADPD 58
SDLP Phase 2 602

Total plots considered within

the 5 year land supply 2,770/440 (dpa)

Total years supply 6.29 years supply

Total years supply (utilising 450 dpa) years supply

5.33 Table 5.7 shows Barton Willmore’s assessment of the
housing land supply against the Council’'s most up-to-date
proposals for housing land supply, 450 dwellings per annum.
Scenario 2 shows how the shortfall would be exacerbated should
the latest household projections be utilised, which raise the figure
to 550 units.

Table 5.7: Overview of SDC 5 Year Land Supply

5 Year Land Supply calculation

450 dpa 550 dpa
Outstanding 910 910
SHLAA 0 0
SADPD 0 0
SDLP Phase 2 284 284
Totals 1192 1192
Overall supply 2.65yrs (1194/450)  2.17yrs (1194/550)

5.34 Overall Table 5.7 shows that at best Selby District has a

2.65 year supply. It is noted that this figure includes a large
proportion of outstanding planning permissions which are yet

to be completed, and on occasion yet to be implemented. The
assessment carried out by Barton Willmore focuses on a number
of large sites, however it is considered that further detailed
investigation is likely to reduce this further should an assessment
of the single plots included be made as many of these may no
longer be proposed.

York

5.35 Paragraph 5.62 refers to the 2009 SHLAA which identifies
that York has a five year supply of 1,754 dwellings compared to a
RSS requirement of 1,110 for the period 2009 — 2014 period. The
annual requirement for York from 2008 to 2026 is 850 dwellings
per annum. When responding to the Core Strategy in November
2011, Barton Willmore undertook a broad assessment of the
Council’s overall supply.
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5.36 We believed that the Council’s evidence was confusing and
inconsistent and in terms of the identified supply, we made the

following comments:

9145

Table 5.8: Assessment of York’s Identified Supply

Council’s Barton Willmore Assessment
Site Source
Assessment Total Amended? Revised Figure

Sites with planning permission or

Yes — 64 deducted to reflect net supply from sites with

3967 . . 3,903
part completed planning permission
e B Sy T Yes - Pleése.r.efef to our re§po.nse t.o Policy 983, which
School Strateaic Allocation 1,295 provides justification that this site will only deliver 750 750
9 dwellings by 2030/31
Yes - Please refer to our response to Policy CS4, which
York Central 1,165 provides justification that this site will only deliver 700 700
dwellings by 2030/31
Yes
300 of these dwellings are identified as student
Sites within City Centre AAP 430 housing across Heworth Green South and the Barbican 130
Centre. The inclusion of student housing figures within
residential housing figures is contrary to national policy.
Windfall” sites (less than 0.2ha) 3,108 Inclusion is contrary to national policy 0
These sites have been discounted as their inclusion
Potential sites identified th h
otential sites identified through 5 306 within the SHLAA does not mean that they would be 0
the SHLAA
allocated.
TOTAL 12,271 5,483

5.37 Therefore in terms of known identified supply for York, we put
forward that its identified supply was some 5,483. Following the
publication of the NPPF on the 27th March 2012, paragraph 48
states that Local Planning Authorities may make an allowance
for windfall sites in the five-year supply if they have compelling
evidence that such sites have consistently become available

in the local areas and will continue to provide a reliable source
of supply. It goes onto state that any allowance should be
realistic having regard to the Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessment, historic delivery rates and expected future trends
and should not include residential gardens.

5.38 Therefore for the purposes of this assessment we have left
the windfall allowance as zero and York will need to demonstrate
compelling evidence to justify their position.

5.39 Table 5.9 shows the total that could be realistically delivered
from the Council’s sources equates to around 1,490 dwellings.
Table 5.10 considers the potential 5 year land supply conclusions
based on an assessment against the Council’'s, RSS and Barton
Wilmore’s requirements.

5.40 Therefore Barton Willmore believes that York has at best
only around a 2.35 year supply. However, consideration needs to
be given to the NPPF and what proportion of the windfall supply
identified by the Council could be incorporated within the 5 year
supply.

Overview of Concerns

5.41 This section has set out an overview of the NYDC’s concerns
with section 5 of the NYSHMA. Specific reference has been
made to various local planning authorities 5 year housing land
supply, where our evidence has highlighted a number of flaws.

5.42 We have set out in Table 5.1 revised completions for 2004/05
to 2010/11 period, where apart from Selby there has been an
undersupply against the housing requirements. The most
notable under supply being in Scarborough, of some 1,020
dwellings.
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5.43 The vacancy rates are noted to be below what is deemed
to be “healthy”, given the high demand for properties. This
illustrates the significant housing pressure for North Yorkshire
and demonstrates the need to deliver more housing to meet
the demands from not only existing households, but new and
emerging households.

5.44 We have also identified anomalies in the evidence presented
by Council’s in the NY SHMA, where in some cases differs

from that set out in their respective AMRs. Table 5.2 presents
the information set out in each of the Council’'s most up to date
AMRs, however we do treat this with some level of caution given
the inconsistencies with some predecessors.

5.45 We have also provided some specific analysis of those
districts which we believe have a shortfall in 5 year land

supply. We put forward the overarching evidence in this critique
demonstrating that the following local planning authorities lacked
a 5 year supply:

Table 5.9: Overview of sources of supply

RSS/LDF Period 2011/12 2012/13 2013/14 2014/15 2015/16

Allocated and Unallocated Sites

Craven - around a 2 year supply;

Harrogate — The Council admits it has a 3.8 year supply,
however we consider it could be as low as 2.6 years;

Selby — At best a 2.65 year supply; and
York — Only around a 2.35 year supply.

5.46 We also note that Ryedale has failed to meet its housing
requirements since 2004 and has a shortfall of some 568
dwellings which should be met during the first 5 years of the
emerging plan period.

5.47 We are also aware that with the publication of the NPPF
there is potential that Council’s could include windfall within their
5 year supply. Paragraph 48 refers to the need for local planning
authorities needing to produce “compelling evidence that such
sites have consistently become available in the local area and will
continue to provide a reliable source of supply.” The implications
of this will become apparent in due course.

TOTAL 2011/12 — 2015/16

with Planning Permission 190 190 150 190 190 750
City Centre AAP 0 30 30 30 90
York Central 0 0
British Sugar 0 0 0 0
Hungate 0 30 30 30 30 120
Nestle South 30 30 30 30 30 150
Germany Beck 30 30 30 30 50 170
Metcalfe 0 0 30 30 30 90
Terrys 0 30 30 30 30 120
Total 210 270 330 330 350 1490
Council's Annual Calculation 635 635 635 635 635 3,175
BW Annual Calculation 1291 1291 1291 1291 1291 6,455
RSS Annual Requirement 850 850 850 850 850 4,250

Table 5.10: Consideration of York’s 5 year housing land supply

Existing Assumed Supply (A) Annual Requirement (net) (B)

York CC 1,490
Barton Willmore 1,490
RSS 1,490

No. of Years supply

(A)/(B+C)
635 2.35
1291 1.15
850 1.75
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6. Affordable Housing

6.1 Section 6 of the NY SHMA presents an overview of the
housing market across North Yorkshire. It states that market
performance of different tenures represents a key indicator

of the balance between housing demand and housing need.
Section 6 also includes a review of the key indicators of market
performance for each of the tenures, including:

The Owner Occupier Sector — detailed house price analysis,
examination of the relative change in house prices and the
current housing market across the sub region;

Private Rented Sector — examination of rental levels of
different components of the private rented sector which
continues to form an increasingly important component of the
overall housing offer; and

Social Rented Sector — review of the changes in demand as
recorded through the waiting list for social rented properties
and an assessment of current average rental levels.

6.2 Section 8 of the NY SHMA then presents an examination of
the housing need through a number of stages, arriving at a short
term (five years) assessment of the level of need for affordable
housing across the sub-region and within the individual
authorities. The stages consider the current need, future need
and the supply of affordable housing available.

6.3 Paragraph 8.8 defines the housing need as those households
who lack their own housing or live in unsuitable housing and who
cannot afford to meet their needs in the market. It is for those in
housing need that the state needs to intervene in the market to
ensure that all households have access to suitable housing.

6.4 The NPPF defines affordable housing as the following:

Social rented — owned by local authorities and private
registered providers for which guideline target rents are
determined through the national rent regime.

Affordable rent — This is let by local authorities or private
registered providers of social housing to households who are
eligible for social rented housing. Affordable Rent is subject
to rent controls that require a rent of no more than 80%

of the local market rent (including service charges, where
applicable)

Intermediate housing — These are homes for sale and rent
provided at a cost above social rent, but below market levels
subject to the criteria in the Affordable Housing definition.
These can include shared equity (shared ownership and
equity loans), other low cost homes for sale and intermediate
rent, but not affordable rented housing.

6.5 Paragraph 8.11 states that there are two core elements of
establishing the current and short-term future levels of need for
affordable housing, namely backlog and future need. Paragraph
8.67 to 8.70 provides an overall summary of the total housing
need, whilst Table 6.1 below provides an overall summary North
Yorkshire’s housing needs, excluding Selby.

6.6 Table 6.1 shows that the net housing needs are most
significant in Harrogate (507), Scarborough (457) and York (790).
Whilst these three authorities are those in greatest quantitative
need, table 6.2 compares this need against each local authorities
existing and emerging housing requirements.

Table 6.1: Overview of Housing Need Assessment in North Yorkshire

[
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1 Total Current housing need (gross) 494 1953
2 Committed supply of new affordable 82 50
housing (LA & RSL Rented)
8 Total newly arising need (gross per year) 243 232
4 Total affordable housing stock available 125 295
5 Annual Supply of affordable housing 99 244
6 Total net need = (1-4) 368 1658
7 Annual flow (20% of total net need) 74 332
8 Net annual housing need = (3+7) - 5 218 320
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37 39 60 86 115 469
360 252 275 470 990 2822
471 206 255 892 1657 3901
245 96 113 293 613 1703
1959 518 471 1400 2064 8438
392 104 94 280 413 1689
507 260 256 457 790 2808
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6.7 Table 6.2 demonstrates that North Yorkshire suffers from a
chronic housing shortage, given that the housing needs across
the whole of county exceeds the growth that each authority is
currently planning for.

6.8 This is likely to be further exacerbated by a number of local
authorities emerging Core Strategies, notably York where the
Council is planning to decrease is annual housing requirement
from 850 (adopted RSS requirement) to 635 dwellings in its first
5 years. Assuming York’s Core Strategy was found sound the
annual housing needs of the City would be 25% greater than

the overall housing requirement. In the case of Harrogate, the
annual affordable housing need is 30% greater than the District’s
requirement. In absolute terms, apart from Scarborough and
Selby, the whole of North Yorkshire’s housing needs exceeds its
current total housing requirements.

6.9 Table 6.3 shows the proportion of committed affordable
housing supply against the total of newly arising need. The
committed supply is based on 2011/12 and represents a “snap
shot” and there is no guarantee that this will continue, because of
the most recent fall in annual housing completions.

6.10 Based on the evidence above Craven is the best performing
authority in North Yorkshire. However, their delivery only

equates to some 38% of what is required, whilst in Harrogate the
commitment only meets 7% of their housing need requirements.

6.11 Across North Yorkshire only 17% of the affordable housing
needs were committed in 2011 /12. This is likely to be
exacerbated further if emerging strategies continue to seek to
reduce their housing requirements, as well as seeking to reduce
annual requirements in the short term, as is the case of York.

Table 6.2: Comparison of Housing Need against Housing Requirements

c
o
@
e}

e

]
ac

RSS (net) requirement 250 280
Adopted (net) housing requirement 290 (2011-16)

Council’'s emerging housing
requirement (first 5 years)
Net housing need 218 320

Proportion of housing need against
adopted requirements (incl RSS)

200

87% 110%

Proportion of housing need against

. . 109% N/A
emerging requirements

Table 6.3: Committed Supply against Annual Need (2011/12)
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130%

N/A 130%

Harrogate
Richmondshire
Scarborough
City of York

200 200 560 440 850 3170

390

200 200 560 451 635 2246

3214

130% 128% 82%  92% 93% 101%

128% 82%  91% 125%  106%

Committed supply of new affordable housing
(LA & RSL Rented)

Net annual housing need 218

82

Commitment as a proportion of need 38%
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320 507 260 256 457 790
16% 7% 15% 23% 19% 15% 17%

Richmondshire
Scarborough
City of York

37 39 60 86 115 469
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Sensitivity Testing

6.12 Section 8 then undertakes a number of sensitivity tests. This
includes reference in paragraph 8.73 that the analysis of the
“backlog” of households in affordable housing need presented in
the overall calculation is considered to represent a “moderate”
assessment. Paragraph 8.74 refers to the filtering process, to
identify priority households in need. However the removal of

the filter significantly increases the backlog some nearly 28,000
households. Paragraph 8.75 suggests that the impact of the
application of this backlog would be to double the annual levels of
affordable housing required.

6.13 Paragraphs 8.88 to 8.98 review the affordability of
intermediate housing in North Yorkshire. It states that across
North Yorkshire, 71% of existing households in need, who could
not afford open market housing, could afford an equity share of
£40,000, 31% could afford an equity share of £60,000 and less
than 10% could afford an equity share of £90,000.

6.14 Paragraph 8.94 states that almost a quarter of households
can afford a 50% equity stake in a lower quartile intermediate
tenure property. At a local authority level there are considerable
differences in the income levels of households in housing need.

6.15 Paragraph 8.125 states that the highest level of demand/
need is for smaller as well as 4+ bedroom properties across
North Yorkshire. The shortage of these property sizes is having

a disproportionate effect on North Yorkshire’s ability to address

its backlog of housing need and to meet the needs of new
households in the future. When looking at the balance between
the supply and demand, there are clear distinctions. For example
Craven and Ryedale record a shortfall in supply of smaller
properties, whereas York records a shortfall in 2 bedroom as well
as larger 3 bedroom and 4+ bedroom properties.

6.16 Figure 10.1 of the SHMA compares the affordable housing
requirements against hypothetical annual dwelling requirements
presented in Section 7 (under the SNPP Scenario) for North
Yorkshire (excluding York and Selby). Table 6.4 below goes

a step further and shows the proportion of affordable housing
requirements against the three scenarios of natural change,
SNPP and an employment-led scenario.

6.17 Section 7 of this report considers the three scenarios in more
detail, recommending that further scenarios could be utilised,
whilst at least 5,000 dwellings would be required per annum
across North Yorkshire to reach the economic growth set out in
the Regional Econometric Model.

Table 6.4: Comparison of affordable housing against annual average household change

Authority

Annual Average Household Change

Natural

S SNPP Employment-Led

Craven 34 314 470

Hambleton 119 326 576

Harrogate 376 862 1,086
Richmondshire 176 238 285

Ryedale 43 257 368
Scarborough 68 450 583

Selby 190 519 403

York 911 1,308 1,308>

North Yorkshire 1,917 4,273 5,000>

Total Affordable
Dwellings
Required

% Affordable housing requirement of total
household growth

Natural

Ereae SNPP Employment-Led
218 641% 69% 46%
320 269% 98% 56%
492 131% 57% 45%
260 148% 109% 91%
256 595% 100% 70%
457 672% 102% 78%
N/A N/A N/A N/A
790 87% 60% 87%
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Overview of affordable housing policies Adopted

Harrogate

6.18 Harrogate Borough Council currently relies on refers to its
Affordable Housing — Planning Guidance for Developers and
Planners (May 2007), which relates to affordable housing policy
H5 contained in the Harrogate District Local Plan (adopted in
2001 and altered in 2004). The guide refers to states that the
starting position on all qualifying sites is 50% of the total number
of dwellings proposed. It is noted that in finding the Core
Strategy sound in February 2009, the Inspector’s Report states
that:

“I am concerned that this 50% site proportion has not been
informed by any assessment of the need for, and delivery of,

low cost market housing as part of the overall housing mix as
expected by PPS3 para 29. Given the high levels of housing need
and demand in this district it is likely that this will be a significant
part of total provision, the need for which is to be assessed in the
emerging SHMA. It is unclear therefore what the likely impact of
this site proportion would be for the maintenance of sustainable
and mixed communities.

In the absence of a SHMA, and given the shortcomings of the
economic viability assessment underpinning the overall target and
supporting affordable housing proportion, | do not consider these
elements of the CS to be the most appropriate when considered
against the reasonable alternatives or consistent with national
policy in PPS3. In this respect the CS is unsound.”

6.19 The evidence in the NY SHMA demonstrates a need to be
delivering over 1,000 homes in the district, however its Core
Strategy has already been found sound, setting out a requirement
to plan for just 390 dwellings per annum. The Council continues
to start its negotiations at 50% affordable housing, however in
2011/12, just 37 dwellings were committed, meeting just 7% of

its actual requirements and 10% of its annual target. Table 5.1
shows that completions continue to fall and the authority now
acknowledges it has a lack of a 5 year supply.

Hambleton

6.20 Hambleton District Council’s Core Strategy was adopted

in 2007, which plans to deliver 280 dwellings per annum from
2008 to 2026, whilst the economic led scenario suggests that the
authority needs to be accommodating nearly twice this amount.
Whilst there is a need for 320 dwellings, the authority only
delivered 50 dwellings in 2011/12, against a policy requirement
of at least 40 %. The Council has continued to under deliver
against its annual RSS requirements by nearly 600 dwellings
(see Table 5.2) in the first seven years of the plan period, which
will have a continued knock on effect on the delivery of affordable
housing.

Emerging Policy

Ryedale

6.21 The NY SHMA concludes that based on moderate Sub
National Population projections (SNPP), Ryedale would need to
provide 281 dwellings per year (256 affordable dwellings) over
the next 5 years. It is noted that the unconstrained employment
growth scenario would be much higher.

6.22 To deliver the required 256 affordable dwellings per year

at a 35% affordable housing target, at least 771 dwellings per
year would need to be delivered across the district. A reduced
percentage of affordable housing (given that 35% is marginally
viable) would only further increase this overall figure.

Scarborough

6.23 Scarborough has just consulted on an Affordable Housing
SPD, which seeks to build upon the policy framework as set out
in the Scarborough Borough Local Plan of 1999. Barton Willmore
submitted representations which stated that the plan is well over
a decade old, such that it is very out-of-date. It cannot form a
robust policy basis for this SPD as it was only intended to run until
2006.

6.24 Whilst the Council adopted an Interim Housing Position
Paper in 2010, this has not been subject to Public Examination.
Barton Willmore noted that there is a policy vacuum in
Scarborough, particularly in the case of housing and affordable
housing. Barton Willmore recommended that the adoption of the
SPD is delayed until the Local Plan (formerly the LDF) has been
adopted and that the existing adopted Affordable Housing SPD
(September 2007) should continue to be used to guide affordable
housing provision in the Borough.

6.25 Representations were submitted, which set out that the
proposed percentages (please refer below to Table 6.5 for an
extract) are not based on current market conditions and do not
therefore represent a realistic or robust starting point for the
assessment of planning applications for residential development.

6.26 This is likely to lead to unrealistic expectations from local
stakeholders (including Ward Members) in relation to the amount
of affordable housing that can reasonably be expected to be
provided on a particular site. It is noted that against existing
policy, just 87 dwellings were committed in 2011/12, as opposed
to an annual need for 457 dwellings. Therefore the emerging
policy has the potential to significantly delay the planning
process for developers and could undermine the provision of the
Council’s housing requirement for both market and affordable
housing further.

21
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Selby

6.27 Selby’s Core Strategy is currently being re-examined

after being adjourned from 2011. The Core Strategy includes
reference to up to 40% Affordable Housing, however, the
evidence produced in support of this policy is considered to be
flawed. In responding to the Core Strategy regard was given to
the following documents:

Developer Contributions SPD (DCSPD) (March 2007);
Economic Viability Appraisal (EVA) (September 2009);
Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) (June 2009);

Community Infrastructure Levy Final Impact Assessment
(2010); and

Site Allocations DPD (SADPD) (January 2011).

Internal Rate of Return (IRR)

6.28 The IRR on its own does not establish the land value and
therefore a number of additional issues need to be taken into

account by developers, which ultimately need to be met, most
notably net/gross trading margins.

The Key Variables for Scenario Testing

6.29 The EVA was based on a model of ‘notional’ sites and
options. Appendix 2 (Final Assumptions) sets out a number of
‘Development Scenarios’, which assumes a variety of location
and density based on “experience within the market and
consultation with the Authority and key stakeholders. Concern
was raised why the EVA uses a range of hypothetical sites rather
than why viability of actual sites has not been used

Site Size

6.30 Paragraph 3.16 of the EVA focused on the viability on sites of
0.25 hectares, 2 hectares and 3.5 hectares. However, it does not
assume larger sites, which may be brought forward during the site
allocations process. In this regard this is another fundamental
flaw of this report.

Table 6.5: Scarborough Emerging Affordable Housing SPD Policy

Housing Market Areas

No. Dwellings Scarborough

15+ 20% 30%
10-14 20% 20%
5-9 Financial Contribution

2-4 Financial Contribution

Build Costs

6.31 Paragraph 3.39 of the EVA assumes that all units will be
delivered to Code for Sustainable Homes Level 3 and then refers
to build costs in paragraph 3.40 for flats being £95 per square foot
(psf) and a house of £85 psf.

6.32 Representations were submitted that demonstrated the
assumed build costs were not sufficiently robust and based on
their evidence for delivering CSH Level 3 would result increase
the build costs by between £3,000 and £4,000 per unit.

Other Assumptions

6.33 The EVA states that additional costs occurred in connection
with Section 106 Agreements were estimated to be in the region
of £2,000 per unit. However, the EVA (at page 33) provides an
overview of the impact of Section 106 contributions up to £5,000,
which states at paragraph 5.14 that it is clear that viability is
significantly affected. Using £5,000 as a basis the Council’s
current policy position (of 40%) is now only deliverable in 9% of
sites tested. This represents a fall of 12% from attributing a S106
requirement of £1,000 per unit.

6.34 However, from reviewing the DCSPD it is clear that the
Council’s current adopted approach seeks contributions
significantly higher than those tested in the EVA. The CIL FIA
states that modelling estimates revenues from a CIL set at £5,000
or £10,000 per dwelling.

6.35 The contribution (per dwelling) above equates to £10,650,
which does not include the other unknown costs in utilities and
community facilities, as well as other issues such as public open
space which is not referred to above, however it is included in the
DCSPD. Therefore there is a clear inconsistency in the Council’s
overview of S106 contribution and no reference to the potential
impact of CIL. Of more significance is that there has no scenario
testing above £5,000.

Filey/Hunmanby/

Whitby/Northern/ Western Parishes

Southern Parishes

40%
30%
20%
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6.36 Assuming approximately £10,650 to be a typical cost per
dwelling, and based on the evidence presented at page 33 of the
EVA and the impact of increasing S106 contribution from £1,000
per unit to £5,000 per unit it is highly probable that increasing the
cost per dwelling from S106 contribution to at least £10,650 would
have a significant impact on the delivery of 40 % affordable on
sites. Therefore, it is highly likely that this would result in no sites
being able to deliver 40% affordable housing.

Council’s current strategy

6.37 Selby District Council has put forward supporting evidence to
its Core Strategy that seeks to use the 2004 CLG projections as
opposed to the government’s latest household projections. The
report, completed by Arup considers that the 2008 household
projections figure of 550 is undeliverable based upon previous
delivery figures from recent years as identified in Table 7 of the
Annual Monitoring Report.

6.38 Representations were made to the Core Strategy EiP which
stated that the impacts of the recession are addressed in the Arup
report at section 3.4, whereby recovery is painted as a very bleak
picture with no attempts made to highlight the ability of positive
planning and growth to assist in recovery.

6.39 Barton Willmore however submitted evidence to demonstrate
the sharp growth after previous recessions, which is dismissed

in the Arup report by simply stating that this recession ‘is more
severe than the previous ones, and the recovery is forecast to be
weaker.’

6.40 Barton Willmore concluded that the Core Strategy should
support national planning objectives for planning for growth and
rather than simply accepting the situation and reducing numbers
the Core Strategy should aspire to secure growth and develop a
positive economy. Although the Arup Report acknowledged the
important need, the requirement to cooperate and the current

Table 6.6: Contributions set out in the SADPD

Residential
Contribution (per
dwelling)

ltem

Strategic Transport (highways, public

transport, cycling and walking) £5000

Education (primary, secondary and £2850 (primary)

qualification training)
£50 (waste)

£?7? (others)
£500 (healthcare)
££7? (others)

Utilities (waste, water supply and drainage,
gas, electricity and tele communications)

Community Facilities (healthercare, strategic
sport green infrastructure, meeting rooms)

£2250 (secondary)

difficulties being experienced by York, Leeds and Harrogate to
deliver the necessary housing, the conclusion of the Arup report is
to simply state that it would be inappropriate for Selby to do so.

York

6.41 York’s Core Strategy Publication Draft (November 2011) was
available for consultation, prior to the publication of the 2011
SHMA. Representations therefore referred to an out of date
piece of evidence (SHMA published in 2007) which were based
on costs at the height of the housing market.

6.42 The 2007 SHMA was commissioned in October 2006 and
produced in June 2007, thus it was not informed by the Strategic
Housing Market Assessments Practice Guidance (SHMA)
published in April 2007 (very shortly before the York SHMA was
publically produced) and then updated in August 2007 (after the
York SHMA was produced). Therefore it was contrary to national
guidance.

6.43 Paragraph 10.5 of York’s Core Strategy states that it is
impossible to set a single realistic and deliverable target for the
plan period given that market conditions change over time, which
was objected to.

6.44 The Core Strategy included “dynamic targets”, which
comprised a sliding scale requiring varying percentage levels
from 1 dwelling increasing to a maximum of 35% at more than 15
dwellings on greenfield sites, which were supported. However,
objections were made to the targets given for each scale.

6.45 Paragraph 10.11 of the Core Strategy refers to the long-term
affordable housing target of 50% which is a long term aspirational
target based on the 2007 SHMA. It is unclear if and how this

has an impact on the Core Strategy, especially as there is no
evidence to support the inclusion of the 50% target in the policy.

Commercial
Contribution (per
1000sqm)

Source of the figure

N. Yorks. County Council model developed
in Alton (Ryedale District Council 2009)

SDC Developer contributions SPD 2007.
Wycombe Council model

£5000

£1000 (training)

Further research
needed

Previous planning applications. Further
research currently being undertaken

Further research
needed

Previous planning applications, Further
research currently being undertaken
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7. The Future Housing

Market

71 The NY SHMA considers up to date demographic projections
in setting out the demographic context of the area. Chapter 7
seeks to provide scenarios for future growth in the context of three
scenarios as follows:

Core Scenario 1: Sub National Population Projections
(SNPP);

Core Scenario 2: Natural Change;

Core Scenario 3: Employment-constrained.

Core Scenario 1: SNPP

7.2 The first scenario considered in the SHMA is based on the
demographic projections of Central Government, produced by
ONS. The most recent 2008-based population projections have
been used as the basis for estimating the number of households
that will be produced in the future. This is heavily influenced by
headship rates, and the increase in the number of households that
is forecast to result from an ageing population and a significant
rise in single parent households. Indeed the average household
size is projected to fall from 2.28 in 2008 to 2.12 in 2026 for North
Yorkshire as a whole.

7.3 For North Yorkshire as a whole, this scenario results in an
annual requirement for 4,273 households per annum, 2008-2026.
This exceeds the number of dwellings that were planned for in the
Regional Spatial Strategy for Yorkshire and Humber (3,130 new
dwellings per annum).

7.4 This is considered to be a robust scenario for growth, but does
not include policy implications such as economic growth scenarios
(including employment targets).

Core Scenario 2: Natural Change

7.5 Using the POPGROUP suite of software a scenario of
population change which removes the impact of migration from
2008 onwards is set out in the SHMA. This therefore assumes
that the existing population is not expanded or changed by
migratory factors and that population change is constrained

only to natural change from the population as of 2008 (i.e. births
and deaths). This is a useful scenario in understanding the
underlying requirements for growth of the existing population. It
does not represent a scenario for growth but rather a scenario

for understanding the starting point for projecting growth. This
scenario shows growth of only 34,500 household, 2008-2026
(1,917 per annum), over half the household growth projected under
the SNPP scenario. This highlights the significant influence of net
in-migration to North Yorkshire.

Core Scenario 3: Employment constrained

7.6 The third scenario analysed in the North Yorkshire SHMA uses
the SNPPs as a base for projecting housing growth, based on

the latest employment forecasts of the Regional Economic Model
(REM), produced by Experian. It is not know if this scenario is
based on one of several economic growth scenarios, and therefore
if there is the potential for greater growth.

7.7 The REM employment forecast projects growth of 31,300 new
jobs, 2011-2026 (26,300 excluding York). The household growth
that would result from this economic-led scenario would be 67,900
new households (3,772 households per annum), 2008-2026
(excluding York). This compares with 53,388 new households
(2,966 households per annum) under Core Scenario 1 (excluding
York).

7.8 The annual provision that would be required under the
employment-constrained scenario would exceed the SNPP
scenario by 806 new households per annum. This highlights the
importance of considering the variable of economic growth when
setting housing targets.
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Summary

79 In summary it is considered that the scenarios set out in the

NY SHMA represent robust scenarios for growth, as they are
based on a well-respected demographic model (PopGroup) and
the latest REM employment growth forecast. The NY SHMA has
also considered the most recent Central Government demographic
projections published by ONS and DCLG.

710 However, it is considered that further scenarios could be utilised
to test realistic growth scenarios, such as short-term net-migration
and long-term net-migration for the individual Districts. Such
scenarios would be founded on the net-migration trends published
by ONS, the last series of which was published on 30 June 2011.
Projections based on such net-migration trends would be highly
robust and credible in the context of them being based on activity
that has taken place across the past 5 and 10 years (2005-2010
and 2000-2010).

Table 7.1: North Yorkshire Housing Target Matrix

Craven 250 300
Hambleton 280 350
Harrogate 390 850
Richmondshire 200 250
Ryedale 200 250
Scarborough 560 450
Selby 440 500
York 850 1,250

North Yorkshire 3,130 3,795

LA (dpa)

741 In addition, it is not clear if the REM employment growth
scenario is one of a range of growth scenarios for the North
Yorkshire area. The model is only available to wholly public-sector
organisations in Yorkshire & Humber, via an annual subscription. It
is possible that there may be other employment growth scenarios
available that have not been covered in the North Yorkshire SHMA.
For example, the East of England Forecasting Model (EEFM)
produced economic growth projections based on ‘High’, ‘Low’,
‘Rebalanced’, and ‘Baseline’ scenarios. It is possible that the REM
may have produced such a range of growth forecasts.

712 Table 7.1 below sets out the Development Plan housing
targets, alongside the Central Government projections and the
scenarios of the North Yorkshire SHMA.

713 The Table shows that in order to reach the economic growth
set out in the Regional Econometric Model, at least 5,000 new
dwellings would be required per annum across North Yorkshire.
This far exceeds the combined targets of the Development Plan
and the Sub National Population Projections (SNPPs).

Household Forecasts

Demographic-led

SNPP gsgunrsle Economic-led

250 34 314 470

300 119 326 576

390 376 862 1,086

200 176 238 285

200 43 257 368

397-550 68 450 583

440 190 519 403

800 911 1,308 1,308>
2,977-3,130 1,917 4,273 5,000>

25
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NORTH YORKSHIRE STRATEGIC HOUSING MARKET ASSESSMENT: A CRITIQUE

8. Conclusion

8.1 This critique has considered the contents of the NY SHMA
against the Government’s guidance, which is set out in the recently
published NPPF, as well as the SHMA Practice Guidance (August
2007).

Methodology

8.2 The NYDC is concerned that the NY SHMA has been
undertaken in isolation from any other interested party which could
make up a housing market partnership. Members of the NYDC
have not participated in the drafting of this document, which is
contrary to the SHMA Practice Guidance.

Sample Size / Analysis

8.3 The NYDC is concerned with the overall sample response, for
which the NY SHMA has been based upon. 15,641 surveys were
used within the analysis which constituted a 10.2% response rate
or 5% of the total households across North Yorkshire.

8.4 The NY SHMA describes how the data was analysed,

which includes the use of the triangulation technique, which we
understand is used when there are limitations in the data set used.
Therefore the concern is that this report has been focuses on too
small a sample and a limited data set.

Demographics

8.5 The analysis in section 4 shows that to ensure economic
growth aspired to by each local authority, an increase in household
projections may be required to ensure the labour force is at least
maintained. Without this increase in the number of homes, this
means that North Yorkshire will not meet its overall economic
aspirations.

Housing stock / 5 year supply

8.6 The NY SHMA includes in accurate information, some of

which has been derived from local planning authorities. We have
identified existing shortfalls in 5 year supply in a number of districts,
which has been derived from recent Inspector’s decisions, or the
Council’'s own evidence:

Craven - around a 2 year supply;

Harrogate — The Council admits it has a 3.8 year supply,
however we consider it could be as low as 2.6 years;

Selby — At best a 2.65 year supply; and
York — Only around a 2.35 year supply.

8.7 We would also question the evidence for Ryedale and
Scarborough.

Meeting Affordable Housing Needs/Future Markets

8.8 Each North Yorkshire planning authority faces a chronic
affordable housing need which will be exacerbated with a
continued shortfall in delivery of not only market housing, but
consequently affordable housing. Given local planning authorities’
budgetary constraints and the existing economic climate, it will be
down to house builders and developers to continue to deliver a
proportion of their housing proposals as “affordable”.

8.9 Each local authority has or is seeking to bring forward their
affordable housing policies and in many instances uses the NY
SHMA as their supporting evidence to justify the various levels of
affordable housing. However, their policies are being progressed
on a more constrained housing figures than those considered in
the SHMA.
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8.10 Table 7.1 of this report demonstrates that in order to reach the
economic growth set out in the Regional Econometric Model, at
least 5,000 new dwellings would be required per annum across
North Yorkshire. This far exceeds the combined targets of the
Development Plan and the Sub National Population Projections
(SNPPs).

8.11 Table 8.1 below provides an overview of what the each
authority should be planning for if they seek to progress with their
existing affordable housing policies, in order to be meeting their
annual need requirements:

812 The NY SHMA has and will be used in Council’s evidence

in producing their LDF and now Local Plans. This critique has
identified flaws within the document, which we recommend should
be addressed. However, what is clear is that the North Yorkshire
Authorities are not planning to deliver enough housing, but are also
setting an affordable housing target that are to high which are not
supported by credible evidence.

8.13 Collectively by setting too low a housing target and too high
an affordable housing target will undermine the delivery of market
and affordable housing requirements, as well as their economic
aspirations.

8.14 Overall the shortfall in the delivery of housing remains a
fundamental issue throughout North Yorkshire and will only be
exacerbated if it is not addressed through properly planning for
growth.

8.15 Therefore local authorities need to be properly planning

for the right level of growth and setting realistic and viable
affordable housing targets in the current challenging market. The
consequences of a lack of concerted action by local authorities
will mean that the housing crisis in North Yorkshire will continue
unabated leading to further problems in the short, medium and
longer term.

Table 8.1: Housing requirements to deliver affordable housing needs

Hambleton

Net housing need 218 320
Affordable Policy (adopted / emerging) 50% 40%
Overall Housing Requirement 436 800

e
c =5
0 D f
- : -
g £ 8 5
& S 8 z
T 12 n (®)
507 260 256 457 406 790 3214
50% 50% 30% 25% 40% 35%
1014 520 730 571 570 2260 6901
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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 Mark
Last name Harrison
Job title (if applicable) Planning Liaison Manager
Work/organisation (if The Coal Authority
applicable)
Address 200 Lichfield Lane
Berry Hill
Mansfield
Nottinghamshire
Postcode NG18 4RG
Telephone No. 01623 637119
Email address Planningconsultation@coal.gov.uk
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Part B - Your representation

Please use a separate sheet for each representation.

Name/Organisation The Coal Authority

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) Paragraph 1.9

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 v 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:

(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:

The Coal Authority is a Non-Departmental Public Body sponsored by the Department of Energy and
Climate Change (DECC). The Coal Authority was established by Parliament in 1994 to undertake
specific statutory responsibilities associated with the licensing of coal mining operations in Britain;
handle subsidence claims which are not the responsibility of licensed coalmine operators; deal with
property and historic liability issues; and provide information on coal mining.

The Coal Authority re-engaged with the three planning systems across England, Scotland and Wales.
The main areas of planning interest to The Coal Authority in terms of policy making relate to:

e the safeguarding of coal as a mineral in accordance with the advice contained in the National
Planning Policy Framework, paragraphs 143 and 144; and

e ensuring that future development is undertaken safely and reduces the future liability on the tax
payer for subsidence and other mining related hazards claims arising from the legacy of coal
mining in accordance with the advice in the National Planning Policy Framework, paragraphs
109, 120, 121 and 166.

BACKGROUND TO COAL RELATED ISSUES IN RICHMONDSHIRE

Surface Coal Resources and Prior Extraction

Although it is acknowledged that the Richmondshire Local Plan does not cover minerals specifically as
this is contained within the North Yorkshire Minerals and Waste Local Plan, you will be aware that the
Richmondshire area contains coal resources which are capable of extraction by surface mining
operations. This information is available to Planning Authorities free of charge from The Coal Authority
following signing a data sharing licence/memorandum of understanding and was given to North
Yorkshire County Council in September 2009.

The Coal Authority is keen to ensure that coal resources are not unduly sterilised by new development.
In instances where this may be the case, The Coal Authority would be seeking prior extraction of the
coal. Prior extraction of coal also has the benefit of removing any potential land instability problems in
the process. Contact details for individual operators that may be able to assist with coal extraction in
advance of development can be obtained from the Confederation of Coal Producers’ website at
www.coalpro.co.uk/members.shtml.

As The Coal Authority owns the coal on behalf of the state, if a development is to intersect the ground
then specific written permission of the Coal Authority may be required.

Coal Mining Legacy

As you will be aware, the Richmondshire area has been subjected to coal mining which will have left a
legacy. Whilst most past mining is generally benign in nature, potential public safety and stability
problems can be triggered and uncovered by development activities.

Problems can include collapses of mine entries and shallow coal mine workings, emissions of mine
gases, incidents of spontaneous combustion, and the discharge of water from abandoned coal mines.
These surface hazards can be found in any coal mining area, particularly where coal exists near to the
surface, including existing residential areas. The Planning Department at the Coal Authority was created
in 2008 to lead the work on defining areas where these legacy issues may occur.

The Coal Authority has records of over 171,000 coal mine entries across the coalfields, although there
are thought to be many more unrecorded. Shallow coal which is present near the surface can give rise
to stability, gas and potential spontaneous combustion problems. Even in areas where coal mining was
deep, in some geological conditions cracks or fissures can appear at the surface. It is estimated that as
many as 2 million of the 7.7 million properties across the coalfields may lie in areas with the potential to
be affected by these problems. In our view, the planning processes in coalfield areas need to take
account of these coal mining legacy issues.

Within the Richmondshire area there are approximately 6,700 recorded mine entries and around 43 coal
mining related hazards have been reported. Mine entries may be located in built up areas, often under
buildings where the owners and occupiers have no knowledge of their presence unless they have
received a mining report during the property transaction. Mine entries can also be present in open
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space and areas of green infrastructure, potentially just under the surface of grassed areas. Mine
entries and mining legacy matters should be considered by the Local Planning Authority to ensure that
site allocations and other policies and programmes will not lead to future public safety hazards.

Although mining legacy occurs as a result of mineral workings it is important that new development
delivered through Local Plans recognises the problems and how they can be positively addressed.
Land instability and mining legacy is not a complete constraint on the new development; rather it can be
argued that because mining legacy matters have been addressed the new development is safe, stable
and sustainable.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS ON THE RICHMONDSHIRE SUBMISSION LOCAL PLAN CORE STRATEGY

Paragraph 1.9

Support — Further to our comments submitted to the Core Strategy Preferred Options consultation in
July 2010, The Coal Authority is pleased to note that the Introduction to the Richmondshire Core
Strategy now recognises the existence of the emerging North Yorkshire Minerals and Waste Local Plan,
prepared by the County Council.

(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:

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 v 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.

SIS Mark FHartisen

Date: 31/8/12
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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 Mr
First name Mark
Last name Harrison
Job title (if applicable) Planning Liaison Manager
Work/organisation (if The Coal Authority
applicable)
Address 200 Lichfield Lane
Berry Hill
Mansfield
Nottinghamshire
Postcode NG18 4RG
Telephone No. 01623 637119
Email address Planningconsultation@coal.gov.uk
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Part B - Your representation

Please use a separate sheet for each representation.

Name/Organisation The Coal Authority

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) Paragraph 1.9

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 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 x
(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:

Omission

Test of Soundness
Positively Justified Effective Consistency to Legal & Procedural Requirements
Prepared NPPF Inc. Duty to Cooperate

X X

Objection — In our representations on the Core Strategy Preferred Options we also highlighted the need
for the Richmondshire Core Strategy to recognise the presence of limited coal resources within the
district that are capable of extraction using surface mining methods and which therefore will form part of
the defined Minerals Safeguarding Area (MSA) through the North Yorkshire Minerals and Waste Local
Plan.

Paragraphs 143-144 of the NPPF establish that all local planning authorities, not just mineral planning
authorities, have a role to play in mineral safeguarding and the encouraging of prior extraction of mineral
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resources where non-mineral development is to take place within the defined MSA. Paragraphs 145-
147 then set out specific requirements only applicable to mineral planning authorities.

(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 Coal Authority therefore considers it appropriate to add the following wording, or equivalent, to the
end of paragraph 1.9 that highlights the presence of surface coal resources and the role of the MSA:

“The Minerals Safeguarding Area will be illustrated on the Richmondshire Proposals Map and, where
non-mineral development is to take place within those defined areas, the local planning authority will
expect consideration to be afforded to the extraction of the mineral resource prior to development.”

Reason — In order to ensure that the Core Strategy acknowledges the presence of mineral resources

within parts of the district and seeks to encourage prior extraction of those resources in line with
paragraphs 143-144 of 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:

(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:
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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 v Notify me by: (please tick)
Inspector’'s Report Publication v Post
Adoption v 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.
Sy Marlk FHariisen
Date: 31/8/12
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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 Mr
First name Mark
Last name Harrison
Job title (if applicable) Planning Liaison Manager
Work/organisation (if The Coal Authority
applicable)
Address 200 Lichfield Lane
Berry Hill
Mansfield
Nottinghamshire
Postcode NG18 4RG
Telephone No. 01623 637119
Email address Planningconsultation@coal.gov.uk
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Part B - Your representation

Please use a separate sheet for each representation.

Name/Organisation The Coal Authority

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) Policy — CP6: Sustainable Development

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
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 x
(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:

Test of Soundness

Positively Justified Effective Consistency to Legal & Procedural Requirements
Prepared NPPF Inc. Duty to Cooperate
X X X

Objection — Richmondshire District contains the highest number of recorded mine entries (shafts and
adits) of any coalfield district planning authority in the country. Although a significant number of these
are located within the Yorkshire Dales National Park Authority area rather than the area covered by the
Richmondshire Local Plan, the legacy of past coal mining activity is a significant local issue which
should be appropriately considered and addressed within the Richmondshire Core Strategy.

In our previous consultation response to the Core Strategy Preferred Options in July 2010, The Coal
Authority highlighted this important issue and suggested an appropriate criterion that could have been
added to Policy CP6: Sustainable Development. The Coal Authority is therefore disappointed to note
that this locally distinctive issue has not been included in the corresponding Policy CP2 in this Proposed
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Submission version.

As you will be aware, The Coal Authority has provided the Council’'s Development Management team
with GIS data showing the location of mining features and hazards within the district that could pose
potential risks to the stability of new development. It is important therefore that developers are made
aware that consideration of ground conditions may be necessary through the Local Plan. The
Submission document as currently drafted plays down the issue of ground conditions; with a brief
mention in paragraph 2.25 that there is very little contaminated land in the district — The Coal Authority
does not consider this accurately reflects the evidence base we have provided the Council with regards
to coal mining legacy.

(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 Coal Authority would therefore repeat its request for inclusion a further bullet point within the list of
requirements in Policy CP2: Sustainable Development that proposals must meet in order to be
supported as follows:

e the provision of an appropriate remediation strateqy that addresses any issues of land
contamination or land instability arising from past mining activity

The NPPF at paragraphs 120-121 and 166 makes clear that planning policies have a role to play in
ensuring that issues of land instability are appropriately addressed, not simply leaving the issue to the
Development Management process to address.

If the Council does not consider that this issue is best addressed through Policy CP2 then The Coal
Authority would be willing to discuss an alternative proposal.

Reason — In order to ensure that the locally distinctive issue of unstable land resulting from past coal
mining activity is highlighted to developers through the Core Strategy, in line with paragraphs 120-121
and 166 of the NPPF.

CONCLUSION

The Coal Authority welcomes the opportunity to make these comments. We are, of course, willing to
discuss the comments made above in further detail if desired and would be happy to negotiate
alternative suitable wording to address any of our concerns. The Coal Authority would be happy to
enter into discussions ahead of any examination hearing process to try and reach a negotiated position
if this were considered helpful.

(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
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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 v Notify me by: (please tick)
Inspector’s Report Publication v Post
Adoption v 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.

SIS Mark Faviisan

Date: 31/8/12
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OAK HOUSE
HIGH ROW
CALDWELL
A | RICHMOND
I COUNGE | NORTH YORKSHIRE
DL11 7QQ
12 Tel:
29 August 2012
Planning Policy
Swale House 1
Richmond -
North Yorkshire
DL10 4JE
Dear Sirs

Re: £40,000 Contribution per single Dwelling
Granted Planning Permission in Rural Areas

Further to the articles in the Darlington & Stockton Times on 20™ July and 17" August 2012, relating to the new policy
CP6 of the local development framework will not achieve its objectives and is totally “out of sink” with other councils
trying to provide affordable housing.

Local Authorities have given the go-ahead for more than 480,000 building plots in recent years yet work is only
progressing on 136,700 of them. Many of these developments were permitted on the condition that they provide
community amenities and social housing, but such deals are no longer viable.

How many such projects are in abeyance in the Richmondshire area?
Why does the new policy only apply to none rural areas and not urban?

Surely urban area schemes of 10 units plus can provide 20% social/affordable housing, where single units in rural
areas with a potential tax of £40,000 per dwelling is totally unjustified and not viable for development and will kill
development as did Development Land Tax in the “70s”.

Land owners, builders with land banks etc will wait until they have a level playing field, in the meantime, local builders,
tradesmen, and suppliers will go to the wall.

How do you propose to calculate the contribution/commuted sum (tax) ie:

a) Value proposed property in current volatile housing market.

b) Total cost of contribution with materials increasing in price on monthly basis.

c) Assess plot/unit value.

d) Builders profit in property when completed and allowance when on market for long period of time
because of lack of mortgage funds and potential buyers,

e) Do the proposed contributions provide affordable housing in rural communities or just urban areas?

f) Having received contribution which is determined by who and will it raise eyebrows when compared with
similar contributions how can you say there was no influence or collusion between the parties unless
there is an open formula and not left to the discretion of officer.

| look forward to receiving a detailed reply as to how you will deal with these anomalies you will no doubt encounter,

" A}
Yours sinserelv AT

COLIN MLLE¥FRICS MCI Arb
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RICHMONDSHIRE
OISTAICT COUNCIL

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

YQUR DETAILS AGENT'S DETAILS
Title Mr
First nhame Calum
Last name Gillhespy
Jab title .
liffe Estate
(if applicable) i
Worqurganisation &ae Grays
(if applicable)
Adcress Richmond Station
Station Yard
Richmond
North Yorkshire
Postcode DL104LD
Telephone no. 01748 829 211
Email address crg@gscgrays.co.uk






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

Name/Organisation: THE CLIFFE ESTATE, PIERCEBRIDGE

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) | 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 ...?
Yes No Don't know

(a) Legally compliant D D D
(b) Sound D IIF [:I

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)

Justified
D Effective

Consistent with national policy

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 PREVIOUS LOCAL PLAN ADOPTED A BALANCED APROACH WITH SOME FLEXIBILITY TO PROVIDE
NEW SMALL SCALE HOUSING WITHIN SETTLEMENT LIMITS TO MEET GENERAL, LOCAL AND AFFORDABLE

NEEDS.

THE NATIONAL PLANNING POLICY FRAMEWORK RECOGNISES THE BENEFITS OF HOUSING TO ENHANCE
OR MAINTAIN THE VITALITY OF RURAL COMMUNITIES (PARAGRAPHS 54 AND 55).

THE EFFECTS ON COMMUTING OR LIMITING REGENERATION IN DARLINGTON AND TEESIDE ARE OVER
STATED AND THE LIMITATION OF THE NORTH RICHMONDSHIRE SUB AREA IS BOTH UNNECESSARY AND
DAMAGING.

continue on a separate sheet if necessary





Q4 Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the Core Strategy Proposed Subn%%é’@
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 scund. 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:

A MORE EVEN SCALE AND DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSING DEVELOPMENT SHOULD BE ADOPTED BETWEEN
AND WITHIN THE SUB AREAS, THE CURRENT 5% DEVELOPMENT OUTSIDE PRINCIPLE TOWNS, SERVICE
CENTRES AND PRIMARY AND SECONDARY VILLAGES IS NOT SUFFICIENT TO MEET DEMAND.

THE NPPF ENCOURAGES SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT, THIS POLICY CONTRADICTS THIS BY STUNTING
RURAL DEVELOPMENT AND FOCUSING ALL THE RESOURCES TO TARGET AREAS.

continue on a separate sheet if necessary





Q5 If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Core Strategy Proposed Submiss?o:rl\'
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?

E No, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination

I:’ 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
[V ] inspector's Report Publication
Adopﬁon
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: | Date: | (& = 2 (&
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DISTRICT COUNECIL

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 Mr
First name Calum
Last name Gillhespy
Job title -
lif tat
(if applicable) Ciiffe Estate
Work/O_rganlsation GSC Grays
(if applicable)
Aache Richmond Station
Station Yard
Richmond
North Yorkshire
Postcode DL104LD
Telephone no. 01748 829 211
Email address crg@gscgrays.co.uk






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

Name/Organisation: THE CLIFFE ESTATE, PIERCEBRIDGE

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) | 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 ...?
Yes No Don't know

(a) Legally compliant D D D
(b) Sound 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)
Justified
[ | Ettective

Consistent with national policy

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 PREVIOUS LOCAL PLAN ADOPTED A BALANCED APROACH WITH SOME FLEXIBILITY TO PROVIDE
NEW SMALL SCALE HOUSING WITHIN SETTLEMENT LIMITS TO MEET GENERAL, LOCAL AND AFFORDABLE

NEEDS.

THE NATIONAL PLANNING POLICY FRAMEWORK RECOGNISES THE BENEFITS OF HOUSING TO ENHANCE
OR MAINTAIN THE VITALITY OF RURAL COMMUNITIES (PARAGRAPHS 54 AND 55).

THE INTRODUCTION OF A SETTLEMENT HIERACHY COUPLED WITH OTHER POLICIES CONDEMS
SETTLEMENTS QUTSIDE THE HIERACHY TO A LIFE IN ASPIC FOR THE PLAN PERIOD. THIS IS CONSIDEREL
DETRIMENTAL TO THE DEVELOPMENT OF A LARGELY RURAL AREA WITH HOUSING AND ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT CHALLENGES.

continue on a separate sheet if necessary





Q4 Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the Core Strategy Proposed Subngsl;é'ls
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:

RECOGNITION THAT THE HOUSING TARGETS SHOULD BE REMOVED AS THEY LIMIT DEVELOPMENT TO
SERVICE SETTLEMENTS AND PREVENT THE NECESSARY DEVELOPMENT IN SMALLER SETTLEMENTS

WITH A HIGHER DEMAND FOR HOUSING.

A MORE EVEN SCALE AND DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSING DEVELOPMENT SHOULD BE ADOPTED BETWEEN
AND WITHIN THE SUB AREAS, THE CURRENT 5% DEVELOPMENT QUTSIDE PRINCIPLE TOWNS, SERVICE
CENTRES AND PRIMARY AND SECONDARY VILLAGES IS NOT SUFFICIENT TO MEET DEMAND.

continue on a separate sheet if necessary





148

Q5 If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Core Strategy Proposed Submiss%
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

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
Inspector’s Report Publication
[V] Adoption
Please notify me by:
[:I Post
Email

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

Signature: |: Date: e Y
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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 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 Calum
Last name Gillhespy
Job title .
fi t
(if applicable) ﬂf & Estate
WOrk/Qrganisation GSC Grays
(if applicable)
TS Richmond Station
Station Yard
Richmond
North Yorkshire
Postcode DL10 4LD
Telephone no. 01748 829 211
Email address crg@gscgrays.co,uk






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

Name/Organisation: THE CLIFFE ESTATE, PIERCEBRIDGE

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) | 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 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 L] (] []
(b) Sound I:l |I| 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
Effective

[I 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:

THE PREVIOUS LOCAL PLAN ADOPTED A BALANCED APROACH WITH SOME FLEXIBILITY TO PROVIDE
NEW SMALL SCALE HOUSING WITHIN SETTLEMENT LIMITS TO MEET GENERAL, LOCAL AND AFFORDABLE

NEEDS.

THE NATIONAL PLANNING POLICY FRAMEWORK RECOGNISES THE BENEFITS OF HOUSING TO ENHANCE
OR MAINTAIN THE VITALITY OF RURAL COMMUNITIES (PARAGRAPHS 54 AND 55).

RURAL SUSTAINABILITY REQUIRES THE PROVISION OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING TO ENSURE THAT THOSE
EMPLOYED LOCALLY CAN AFFORD TO LIVE LOCALLY AND INSUFFICIENT RECOGNITION IS MADE OF THIS

continue on a separate sheet if necessary





Q4 Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the Core Strategy Proposed Subn%gséﬁ
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:

WHILE FOCUS WILL BE ORIENTATED AROUND REDEVELOPING REDUNDANT BUILDINGS, THERE WILL BE
VERY LITTLE ALLOWANCE FOR APPROPRIATE RURAL HOUSING SCHEMES TO ACHIEVE SUSTAINABLE
COMMUNITIES WITH ONLY A 5% DEVELOPMENT DISTRIBUTION OUTSIDE TARGET AREAS.

THESE CONTRADICTORY POLICIES SHOULD BE UNITED TO ENCOURAGE SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT
AND GROWTH IN REFLECTION OF THE NPPF PROMOTIONS OF SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT FOR
ECONOMIC RECOVERY.

LAND OWNERS SHOULD BE ENCOURAGED TO MAKE LAND AVAILABLE, ON IMAGINATIVE SITES AND FINANGIAL
MODELS, TO DELIVER AFFORDABLE HOUSING AND ECONOMIC GENERATING USES IN A MANNER SUPPORTIED
AND ENCOURAGED BY THE LOCAL COMMUNITIES/

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

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

I: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:
Submission for Examination
Inspector’s Report Publication
Adoption
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 thev wish to particibate at the oral part of the examination.

Signature: | Date: (& =9 e <
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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 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 Calum
Last name Gillhespy
Job title Cliffe Estate
(if applicable) '
Work/Organisation GSC Grays
(if applicable)
Address Richmond Station
Station Yard
Richmond
North Yorkshire
Postcode DL104LD
Telephone no. 01748 829 211
Email address crg@gscgrays.co.uk






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

Name/Organisation: THE CLIFFE ESTATE, PIERCEBRIDGE

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) | 24

Please Note: Your representation should cover succinetly 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 [:I I:l D
(b) Sound ] 7] | S

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)
Justified
E] Effective
Consistent with national policy

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 PREVIOUS LOCAL PLAN ADOPTED A BALANCED APROACH WITH SOME FLEXIBILITY TO PROVIDE
NEW SMALL SCALE HOUSING WITHIN SETTLEMENT LIMITS TO MEET GENERAL, LOCAL AND AFFORDABLE

NEEDS.

THE NATIONAL PLANNING POLICY FRAMEWORK RECOGNISES THE BENEFITS OF HOUSING TO ENHANCE
OR MAINTAIN THE VITALITY OF RURAL COMMUNITIES (PARAGRAPHS 54 AND §5).

THE EFFECT OF THIS POLICY ON COMMUNITIES QUTSIDE THE SETTLEMENTS LISTED IN THE HIERACHY
STRUCTURE WILL SEE NO MEANINGFUL DEVELOPMENT THROUGHOQUT THE PLAN PERIOD. IN NORTH

RICHMONDSHIRE FOR INSTANCE, ONLY 2 DWELLINGS PER ANNUM CAN BE CONSTRUCTED IN THESE AREAS.

continue on a separate sheet if necessary





Q4 Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the Core Strategy Proposed Subrn%gléB
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:

RECOGNITION THAT THE HOUSING TARGETS SHOULD BE REMOVED AS THEY LIMIT DEVELOPMENT TO
SERVICE SETTLEMENTS AND PREVENT THE NECESSARY DEVELOPMENT IN SMALLER SETTLEMENTS
WITH A HIGHER DEMAND FOR HOUSING.

A MORE EVEN SCALE AND DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSING DEVELOPMENT SHOULD BE ADOPTED BETWEEN
AND WITHIN THE SUB AREAS, THE CURRENT 5% DEVELOPMENT OUTSIDE PRINCIPLE TOWNS, SERVICE
CENTRES AND PRIMARY AND SECONDARY VILLAGES IS NOT SUFFICIENT TO MEET DEMAND. THIS
COUPLED WITH ONLY 9% DISTRIBUTION FOR THE NORTH RICHMONDSHIRE AREA IS INSUFFICIENT TO
ENABLE DEVELOPMENT ON A SUSTAINABLE SCALE.

WHILE FOCUS WILL BE ORIENTATED AROUND REDEVELOPING REDUNDANT BUILDINGS THERE WILL BE
NO ALLOWANCE FOR APPROPRIATE RURAL HOUSING SCHEMES TO ACHIEVE SUSTAINABLE
COMMUNITIES WITH SUCH A LOW DISTRIBUTION.

THE PROVISION FOR A HOUSING MiX FURTHER STUNTS THE DEVELOPMENT OPPORTUNITIES IN THE
NORTH RICHMONDSHIRE AREA, THIS SHOULD INSTEAD ENABLE DEVELOPMENT BASED ON ITS

SUSTAINABILITY.

THE CORE STRATEGY RESTRICTS DEVELOPMENT IN THIS AREA AND DOES NOT RECOGNISE THAT THE
NPPF ENCOURAGES DEVELOPMENT BASED ON SUSTAINABILITY TO PROMOTE GROWTH AND ECONOMIC

REVOVERY.

continue on a separate sheet if necessary





Q5 If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Core Strategy Proposed Submiss%n
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

D Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination

If you have selected ‘No’, your representation(s) will still be considered by the independent Pianning 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
Inspector’s Report Publication

Adoption

Please notify me by:

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

Signature: Date: (& =G -cC
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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 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 Calum
Last name Gillhespy
Job title :
Cliff
(if applicable) liffe: Estate
Work/Organisation GSC Grays
(if applicable)
A Richmond Station
Station Yard
Richmond
North Yorkshire
Postcode DL10 4LD
Telephone no. 01748 829 211
Email address crg@gscgrays.co.uk






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

Name/Organisation: THE CLIFFE ESTATE, PIERCEBRIDGE

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) |SP5

Page/paragraph number(s) | 65

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 matiers 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
(b) Sound ] ]

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)

Justified
Effective

[I' Consistent with national policy

E’ 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 PREVIOUS LOCAL PLAN ADOPTED A BALANCED APROACH WITH SOME FLEXIBILITY TO PROVIDE
NEW SMALL SCALE HOUSING WITHIN SETTLEMENT LIMITS TO MEET GENERAL, LOCAL AND AFFORDABLE

NEEDS.

THE NATIONAL PLANNING POLICY FRAMEWORK RECOGNISES THE BENEFITS OF HOUSING TO ENHANCE
OR MAINTAIN THE VITALITY OF RURAL COMMUNITIES (PARAGRAPHS 54 AND 55).

THE EFFECT OF THIS POLICY ON COMMUNITIES QUTSIDE THE SETTLEMENTS LISTED IN THE HIERACHY
STRUCTURE WILL SEE NO MEANINGFUL DEVELOPMENT THROUGHQUT THE PLAN PERIOD. IN NORTH
RICHMONDSHIRE FOR INSTANCE, ONLY 2 DWELLINGS PER ANNUM CAN BE CONSTRUCTED IN THESE
AREAS. IF THESE HOUSES ARE LIMITED TO SINGLE OR TWIN BEDROOM DEWLLINGS ONLY THE
BENEFITS OF SUCH DEVELOPMENTS WILL BE NEGLIGIBLE.

continue on a separate sheet if necessary





Q4 Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the Core Strategy Proposed Subﬂ'?léiﬂ-lg
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 abie to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise
as possible:

RECOGNITION THAT THE HOUSING TARGETS SHOULD BE REMOVED AS THEY LIMIT DEVELOPMENT TO
SERVICE SETTLEMENTS AND PREVENT THE NECESSARY DEVELOPMENT IN SMALLER SETTLEMENTS
WITH A HIGHER DEMAND FOR HOUSING.

A MORE EVEN SCALE AND DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSING DEVELOPMENT SHOULD BE ADOPTED BETWEEN
AND WITHIN THE SUB AREAS, THE CURRENT 5% DEVELOPMENT OUTSIDE PRINCIPLE TOWNS, SERVICE
CENTRES AND PRIMARY AND SECONDARY VILLAGES IS NOT SUFFICIENT TO MEET DEMAND. THIS
COUPLED WITH ONLY 9% DISTRIBUTION FOR THE NORTH RICHMONDSHIRE AREA IS INSUFFICIENT TO
ENABLE DEVELOPMENT ON A SUSTAINABLE SCALE.

THE CORE STRATEGY RESTRICTS DEVELOPMENT IN THIS AREA AND DOES NOT RECOGNISE THAT THE
NPPF ENCOURAGES DEVELOPMENT BASED ON SUSTAINABILITY TO PROMOTE GROWTH AND ECONOMIC
REVOVERY. WE CONSIDER A FLEXIBLE APPROACH 1S NECESSARY TO DELIVER THE HOUSING ACTUALLY
REQUIRED BY COMMUNITIES AND WOULD THEREFORE SEEK A REMOVAL OF ANY REFERENCE TO A

ECONOMICALLY AND SOCIALLY THAN THE PROPOSED FORMULAIC APPROACH.

PERSCRIPTIVE MIX OF HOUSE TYPES. OVER THE PLAN PERIOD THIS SHOULD MAKE A MORE POSITIVE IMP,

ACT

continue on a separaie 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, 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:
E Submission for Examination
Inspector’'s Report Publication
Adoption
Please notify me by:
[ ] Post
Email

Please Note: The Inspector n\;l%g?mine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who have
indicated that thev wish to ate at the oral part of the examination.

Signature: [ Date: (&%~G ¢l










