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From: lan Canavan

on behalf of lan Canavan

Sent: 11 August 2013 09:11

To: Cllr Blackie (Forwarding Email)

Cc: Cllr Peacock; ClIr Parlour; Pauline Beckett; GEN -
Local Plan

Subject: Development Target Review

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Good Morning,

| write to you both in your positions as Chair and Vice-Chair of the Planning Committee of
Richmondshire District Council, specifically with regard to the above document. | would like to
make a representation regarding the accuracy of a particular section of the Development Target
Review.

Item 4.11 refers to the travellers which visit Appleby Fair and their impact on Richmondshire
during the lead up to the Fair. | would like to point out that the A684 is now the preferred route
for an overwhelming number of travellers en route to Appleby, and Bainbridge is the preferred
stopping point, but for eight or nine days, not two or three as mentioned in the review. Would you
please consider changing the text to reflect the reality of the situation.

The impact of the travellers on our community during this period is significant, particularly this
year with 50+ vehicles and 200+ travellers, and | am looking to the District Council to take a
clear leadership role in future years to tackle what amounts to illegal and unauthorised
encampments in Richmondshire.

Bainbridge Parish Council are in discussions with the Y orkshire Dales National Park Authority
regarding a possible breach of planning if aHorse Fair is held in Bainbridge next year (asisthe
intention of the owner of the Rose & Crown public house), and we are asking them to apply to
the courts for an injunction to prevent Mr Collinson from using his land as a campsite.

Any support you can give us would be most welcome, as we have grave concerns over the
following matters:

. road safety - the proposed site entrance being opposite a hotel entrance and just over a

dangerous brow
. lack of sanitation - no fresh water, toilets or washing facilities
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. animal welfare - potential horse and dog trading
. public health - no refuse facilities
. child welfare - no pedestrian pavement on busy road

. harmto local businesses - Y orebridge House Hotel will lose two wedding bookings (£30k)
« hoise nuisance

. river pollution
The main intention of this letter isto ask you to correct the statement in the Development Target
Review, but you should be aware of the deep concern in our community regarding the visit of the
travellers en route to Appleby in future years.

Kind regards,

lan Canavan
Parish Councillor - Bainbridge
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Richmondshire Local Plan Core Strategy — Development Target Review
Comments from Bellerby Parish Councillors
Section 1.7 key questions nos. 1to 4
The Parish Councillors are in agreement.
Section 1.7 key questions no. 5

Partially centralised development would not necessarily impact unduly on infrastructure
providers as targeted capital investment to improve capacity is easier in fewer, larger
projects.

Provision of low cost housing should have a higher priority and the National Parks should
take this into consideration.

All aspects of the National Park should be taken into consideration.
General comments

The sustainability plan should not be constrained by the National Park as communities
adjacent to the National Park then suffer from over development. The National Park
Authority must reflect the needs of the wider population with regard to sustainable
development and affordable housing.

Figs 2.22,2.31 & 3.1 are very poorly annotated and titled to enable lay people to
understand the relevance of the information.

The document is clearly of some importance so it would help if it had been written in plainer
English with a glossary of terms to enable the lay person to better comprehend the content.
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From: Pauline Beckett

Sent: 22 September 2013 14:17
To: GEN - Local Plan

Subject: Development Target Review

Carperby PC has considered this consultation and is happy for the Plan to remain as is and for no changes
to be made as suggested by the Planning Inspector.

Pauline

Mrs. Pauline Beckett
Parish Clerk

Tel:
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From: P H CLARKE >
Sent: 08 August 2013 09:09

To: GEN - Local Plan

Subject: local plan

Your ref: JH/DTR

My ref: 10741-IN-CO

Please change my address from 56 Frenchgate, RICHMOND, DL 10 7AG to the address below.
Comment on present consultation:

The present proposals by RDC for ave 180 homes per year until 2028 with area for devel opment
around Richnod/Catterick seems about right,

Peter Clarke

Peter & Daphne Clarke
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From: David Berry <DavidBerry@coal.gov.uk> on behalf
of The Coal Authority-Planning <planningconsultation@coal.gov.uk>
Sent: 24 September 2013 15:39

To: GEN - Local Plan

Subject: UNCLASSIFIED - Richmondshire Local Plan Core

Strategy - Development Target Review

F.A.O. John Hiles

Dear Mr Hiles,
Thank you for consulting The Coal Authority on the above.

| can confirm that The Coal Authority does not wish to make any specific observations
on the Development Target Review document.

It is understood that the comments we made in response to the Proposed Submission
plan do not need to be reiterated at this stage, but for reference these comments remain
unchanged.

| trust this is helpful.

Kind regards,
David

n A
b

David Berry Bs.sc (Hons), MA, MRTPI

Planning Liaison Manager

T:(01623) 637 119

E : planningconsultation@coal.gov.uk

W : coal.decc.gov.uk

This email has been scanned by the Symantec Email Security.cloud service.
For more information please visit http://www.symanteccloud.com

file:///H|/Desktop/A%20DTR%20FI L ES/DTR05%20C0al %20A uthority.htm [01/10/2013 10:17:56]



http://www.coal.decc.gov.uk/

mailto:planningconsultation@coal.gov.uk

file:///H|/Desktop/A%20DTR%20FILES/coal.decc.gov.uk

http://www.symanteccloud.com/



		Local Disk

		file:///H|/Desktop/A%20DTR%20FILES/DTR05%20Coal%20Authority.htm






77 L ; v ’ ~ AL
R s o . 5 26 SEP | H
Campaign to Protect || : LN 3 Rm]_mgton Avenue

~ Rural England J | St Martins
Swaledale Branch Pemin 7 b _,_,w__,:%, Richmond
s N Yorks
DL104LJ)
24 September 2013
Dear Mr Hiles,

RICHMONDSHIRE DISTRICT COUNCIL DEVELOPMENT TARGET REVIEW 2013

The Branch have studied this document and are in agreement with the council’s assessment of its
development target. This is our response to the questions set out in the review.

1. Do you agree with the Council’s reassessment of its development target?

We consider the level of growth proposed to be appropriate to Richmondshire’s rural setting and
any increase could have a detrimental effect on the local environment. The landscape and
historic setting of Richmond do limit its growth, and serious consideration should be given to
protecting the special quality of the local villages and the surrounding landscape of the District.
The statistics show there is a need for affordable options due to the low average earnings of
people living in Richmondshire, however just increasing the number of houses being built will
not satisfy the need due to this affordability gap. -

2 Do you agree that the revocation of then Regional Spatial Strategy has little impact on the
Council’s development targets? ol
Yes

3 Do you agree with the Council’s position on the provision of military service families’
accommodation following the publication of the Army Basing Plan? i §
Yes, but this could vary due to the changing nature of the Britain’s military programme.

4 Do you agree with the Council’s approach to updating its Gypsies and Travellers
Accomodation Assessment?

Yes, but some contingency accommodation to cover the need for transient sites to cope with the
influx which occurs during the Appleby Horse Fair should be considered.

5 Do you agree with the proposed changes to the Local Plan Strategy identified at paragraph
527
Yes. The proposed housing target of 180 homes should be an average over the plan period.

' Yours sincerely

S Thubron (Mrs)
Planning Committee

g
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By e-mail only Town Hall, Darlington DL1 5QT
DX 69280 Darlington 6
web site: http://www.darlington.gov.uk

John Hiles Date . 20th September 2013
Richmondshire District Council Please ask for : Valerie Adams

Swale House Direct Line . 01325 388477

Frenchgate Email address : valerie.adams@darlington.gov.uk
Richmond Your Reference :

DL10 4JE Our Reference : JH/CS/DTR

Dear John,

RICHMONDSHIRE LOCAL PLAN CORE STRATEGY — DEVELOPMENT TARGET REVIEW
Thank you for your recent consultation on the above.
The Council has no objections to Richmondshire’s reassessment of its development target.

The Council notes that the proposed level of housing provision (180 dwellings per annum) is
significantly higher than the 80 dwellings per annum inferred by the interim mid 2011 household
projections. This has the potential to reduce the net inflow of migrants from Richmondshire to
Darlington Borough, but this net inflow is only a small part of the total net inflows to Darlington
from all its neighbouring local authority areas, particularly Durham County. As such, the Council
has no objection to Richmondshire Council’s reassessment of its housing development target.

Regarding housing Armed Forces personnel and their dependants, small numbers reside within
Darlington Borough, without any significant impacts on the local housing market, and no
significant housing market issues are forseen for the Borough if this level of demand continues.
As such, the Council has no objections to the proposal to reduce the capacity for military related
housing development in response to the 2013 Army Basing Plan, and supports the approach to
making provision within Richmondshire on either military or open market sites.

Regarding future provision for Gypsies and Travellers, the Council has no objections to the
approach proposed to updating the Richmondshire GTAA, and would support the proposed
change outlined on page 28. In addition, it has no evidence from its own work on Gypsy and
Traveller accommodation needs that there are any significant movements of these groups
between the two local authority areas, but would welcome ongoing liaison on this issue.

Yours sincerely,

¥

Valerie Adams
Principal Planning Officer (Planning Policy)

Director of Place: Richard Alty

S “ MINDFUL
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Gateway House

E ngland 55 Coniscliffe Road
Darlington

County Durham

3 l Yle DL3 7EH

Tel: 01325 469236
Chartered Town Planners Mail: info@england-lyle.co.uk

Mr John Hiles,

Richmondshire District Council,
Swale House,

Frenchgate,

Richmond,

DL104IJE

27" September 2013
Dear Mr Hiles,
Re: Development Target Review — Representations on behalf of Mr T. Milbank & Mr M. Tennent

| write to provide representations on behalf of Mr T. Milbank & Mr M. Tennent on the Development
Target Review published by Richmondshire District Council in August2013.

Any decision to reduce the housing target to the level suggested by the CLG interim mid-2011 household
projections (80 homes per year) would have a significant negative consequence on future housing
provision in the District. Fundamentally it will result in the Council not being able to meet the objectively
assessed housing needs of the area, thereby denying residents access to a decent home and preventing
economic growth.

Notwithstanding this, it is noted that the Development Target Review recommends that the development
target should not be changed from that outlined in the Core Strategy Submission Draft and whilst our
client supports this approach over a significantly reduced target they maintain the view that a significantly
higher target is required.

The Council in the overall housing requirement need to take into account the ‘pent up’ demand or the
‘backlog’ for additional housing resulting from low levels of affordable and market housing delivery over
recent years.

The NYSHMA demonstrates, that taking into account existing need (i.e the‘backlog’) and future
requirements, an average of 260 affordable dwellings per annum would need to be delivered over the
next 5 years. Once the backlog is cleared the affordable housing need alone would be for around 156
dwellings per annum (net) — almost the same as the total housing requirement being sought by the draft
Core Strategy. Presuming that that 180 (net) new dwellings are delivered per annum and are complaint
with Policy CP6 (Providing Affordable Housing) this will deliver 71 affordable dwellings per annum which
only 28.5% of the identified affordable housing need for the next 5 years. If the affordable backlog were
addressed, the proposed 180 dwellings per annum would only deliver 45% of the future affordable
housing requirement (net) over the plan period.

S5 rrel

'4, Chartered Town Planners

Directors: England & Lyle Ltd
I.H Lyle BSc(Hons), MPhil, MRTPI

J.R England MBE, BA(Hons), PhD, DipTP, MRTPI
J.J.A. Good BA(Hons), DipTP, MRTPI

Registered Address: Gateway House (as above)
Registered in England No. 3409505 VAT Registration No. 660033965
www.england-lyle.co.uk






The housing requirements set out in Policy SP4 should be increased significantly for the first 5 years of the
plan (to address the affordable housing backlog) and then can be reduced to a lower level (higher than
current target) thereafter for the remainder of the plan period to address affordable and market needs.

A significantly increased development target, 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.

There is no evidence or justification that demonstrates that planning for a greater number of houses to
achieve greater amounts of affordable housing, or other alternatives, would result in circumstances that
would fundamentally conflict with the policies within the National Planning Policy Framework.

The Council’s Local Plan and draft housing target 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.

If you require any further information or clarification please do not hesitate to contact me at the above
address.

Yours Sincerely,

Steven Longstaff
Principal Planner

England
& Lyle










Gateway House

E ngland 55 Coniscliffe Road
Darlington

County Durham

3 l Yle DL3 7EH

Tel: 01325 469236
Chartered Town Planners Mail: info@england-lyle.co.uk

Mr John Hiles,

Richmondshire District Council,
Swale House,

Frenchgate,

Richmond,

DL104IJE

27" September 2013
Dear Mr Hiles,
Re: Development Target Review — Representations on behalf of Mr A. Spier & Mr R. Congreve

| write to provide representations on behalf of Mr A. Spier and Mr R. Congreve on the Development
Target Review published by Richmondshire District Council in August2013.

Any decision to reduce the housing target to the level suggested by the CLG interim mid-2011 household
projections (80 homes per year) would have a significant negative consequence on future housing
provision in the District. Fundamentally it will result in the Council not being able to meet the objectively
assessed housing needs of the area, thereby denying residents access to a decent home and preventing
economic growth.

Notwithstanding this, it is noted that the Development Target Review recommends that the development
target should not be changed from that outlined in the Core Strategy Submission Draft and whilst our
client supports this approach over a significantly reduced target they maintain the view that a significantly
higher target is required.

The Council in the overall housing requirement need to take into account the ‘pent up’ demand or the
‘backlog’ for additional housing resulting from low levels of affordable and market housing delivery over
recent years.

The NYSHMA demonstrates, that taking into account existing need (i.e the‘backlog’) and future
requirements, an average of 260 affordable dwellings per annum would need to be delivered over the
next 5 years. Once the backlog is cleared the affordable housing need alone would be for around 156
dwellings per annum (net) — almost the same as the total housing requirement being sought by the draft
Core Strategy. Presuming that that 180 (net) new dwellings are delivered per annum and are complaint
with Policy CP6 (Providing Affordable Housing) this will deliver 71 affordable dwellings per annum which
only 28.5% of the identified affordable housing need for the next 5 years. If the affordable backlog were
addressed, the proposed 180 dwellings per annum would only deliver 45% of the future affordable
housing requirement (net) over the plan period.
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'4, Chartered Town Planners

Directors: England & Lyle Ltd
I.H Lyle BSc(Hons), MPhil, MRTPI

J.R England MBE, BA(Hons), PhD, DipTP, MRTPI
J.J.A. Good BA(Hons), DipTP, MRTPI

Registered Address: Gateway House (as above)
Registered in England No. 3409505 VAT Registration No. 660033965
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The housing requirements set out in Policy SP4 should be increased significantly for the first 5 years of the
plan (to address the affordable housing backlog) and the can be reduced to a lower level (higher than
current target) thereafter annum for the remainder of the plan period to address affordable and market
needs.

A significantly increased development target, 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 Council’s Local Plan and draft housing target 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.

If you require any further information or clarification please do not hesitate to contact me at the above
address.

Yours Sincerely,

Steven Longstaff
Principal Planner

England
& Lyle










Gateway House

E ngland 55 Coniscliffe Road
Darlington

County Durham

3 l Yle DL3 7EH

Tel: 01325 469236
Chartered Town Planners Mail: info@england-lyle.co.uk

Mr John Hiles,

Richmondshire District Council,
Swale House,

Frenchgate,

Richmond,

DL104IJE

27" September 2013
Dear Mr Hiles,
Re: Development Target Review — Representations on behalf of Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd

| write to provide representations on behalf of Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd on the Development Target Review
published by Richmondshire District Council in August 2013.

Any decision to reduce the housing target to the level suggested by the CLG interim mid-2011 household
projections (80 homes per year) would have a significant negative consequence on future housing
provision in the District. Fundamentally it will result in the Council not being able to meet the objectively
assessed housing needs of the area, thereby denying residents access to a decent home and preventing
economic growth. Such an approach would be contrary to the NPPF as it would not seek to significantly
boost the supply of housing.

Notwithstanding this, it is noted that the Development Target Review recommends that the development
target should not be changed from that outlined in the Core Strategy Submission Draft and whilst our
client supports this approach over a significantly reduced target they maintain the view that a significantly
higher target is required.

The Council in the overall housing requirement need to take into account the ‘pent up’ demand or the
‘backlog’ for additional housing resulting from low levels of affordable and market housing delivery over
recent years.

The NYSHMA demonstrates, that taking into account existing need (i.e the ‘backlog’) and future
requirements, an average of 260 affordable dwellings per annum would need to be delivered over the
next 5 years. Once the backlog is cleared the affordable housing need alone would be for around 156
dwellings per annum (net) — almost the same as the total housing requirement being sought by the draft
Core Strategy. Presuming that that 180 (net) new dwellings are delivered per annum and are complaint
with Policy CP6 (Providing Affordable Housing) this will deliver 71 affordable dwellings per annum which
only 28.5% of the identified affordable housing need for the next 5 years. If the affordable backlog were
addressed, the proposed 180 dwellings per annum would only deliver 45% of the future affordable
housing requirement (net) over the plan period.
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'4, Chartered Town Planners

Directors: England & Lyle Ltd
I.H Lyle BSc(Hons), MPhil, MRTPI

J.R England MBE, BA(Hons), PhD, DipTP, MRTPI
J.J.A. Good BA(Hons), DipTP, MRTPI

Registered Address: Gateway House (as above)
Registered in England No. 3409505 VAT Registration No. 660033965
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The housing requirements set out in Policy SP4 should therefore be increased significantly for the first 5
years of the plan (to address the existing affordable housing backlog) and then can be reduced to a lower
level (higher than current target) thereafter for the remainder of the plan period to address affordable
and market needs.

A significantly increased development target, 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 Council’s Local Plan and draft housing target 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.

If you require any further information or clarification please do not hesitate to contact me at the above
address.

Yours Sincerely,

Steven Longstaff
Principal Planner

England
& Lyle










ENGLISH HERITAGE

Planning Policy,
Richmondshire District Council,

Swale House, Our Ref: HD/P5339/02
Frenchgate,

Richmond Your Ref: JH/CS/IDTR
North Yorkshire

DLIO 4JE Date: 27 August 2013
Dear Sirs,

Richmondshire Local Plan — Core Strategy: Development Target Review

Thank you for consulting English Heritage about the Development Target Review. We have
no comments to make regarding its contents

If you have any queries about this matter raised above or would like to discuss anything
further, please do not hesitate to contact me.

™
You 1:s\{githfuliy,

i

TREC'D 29 AUG 2013

T T o L N A U e ST

WS-

lan Smith
Historic Environment Planning Adviser (Yorkshire) |
Telephone: 01904 601977

e-mail: jan.smith@english-heritage.org.uk

T R T A B

% Ao, 37 TANNER ROW YORKYO1 6WP

(77
B V() )8_\" Telephone 01904 601901 Faesimile 01904 601999
2 & wan.english-heritage. org.uk

‘o, > : : . ’ ; :
27T\ The National Monuments Record is the public archive of English Heritage
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From:

Sent: 24 August 2013 12:38

To: GEN - Local Plan

Cc:  Robin Russdll; Austin Roberts; John England

Subject: Richmondshire Local Plan Core Strategy - Development Target Review

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status. Flagged

Dear Mr Hiles,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Richmondshire LPCS Development
Target Review (Ref JH/CS//DTR dated 6/8/13).

Our comments are as follows:

a) We have no reason to dispute

the council's reassessment of it's development target, nor of the revocation of the RSS.
b) We agree with the council's position on the provision of Military SFA and on the
reassessment of the GTAA. On the latter we are not aware of any increase in demand
in our area.

c) We

agree with the proposed changes to the LPCS.

Overdl wefind thisisa
good piece of work. Thank you for your efforts on our behalf.

Yours
sincerely,

lan Walton.
Clerk to East & West Layton and Carkin Parish Meeting.
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GeorgeF.White

MAXIMISING VALUE

Representations to

Richmondshire Local Plan Core Strateqgy

Development Target Review: Auqust 2013

September 2013

Made on behalf of Mr R Orchard

Joe Ridgeon MRTPI

George F White LLP
8 Front Street
Wolsingham

County Durham
DL13 3AA

joeridgeon@georgefwhite.co.uk






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.

The representations respond to the five questions set out on page 4 of the Development
Target Review (August 2013) (DTR).

1.1

1.2

1.3

1.4

1.5

1.6

Do you agree with the Council’s reassessment of its development target?

The Council’s view that the objective assessment of the scale and distribution of local
housing should consider a combination of factors is supported. The objective need
should be a triangulation of the; 1) Wider context, 2) scale of Housing and, 3) views of

stakeholders.

The retention of the target of 180 dwellings a year, rather than 80 dwellings per year,

as indicated by the Interim mid 2011 projections is supported.

However, the Council’s contention that the 20% buffer to the land supply should not
need to be applied is disputed. Table 1 of the letter to the Planning Inspector dated
03 May 2013 gives a total of 824 annual net completions between 2004/5 to 2010/11.
The average completion rate over the 7 years is 117 dwellings per year. This is
significantly less than the 170 dwellings reduced target argued for in paragraph 2.40
of the DTR. To be positively prepared, the LPCS should provide for a 20% buffer in
the first 5 years of the plan period.

The DTR states that the “landscape and history limit” Richmond’s capacity for growth
(paragraphs 2.13 and 2.16). As previously submitted to the Proposed Submission
(August 2012), 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 site has not been fully assessed and is not included in the SHLAA Update April
2013, even though the site was submitted in relation to the Additional Core Strategy

Consultation: CP14 : Control and release of sites for development (October 2011).

The Council’s conclusions in relation to the changes in household formation are
supported. Planning for a “stagnation population” (paragraph 2.31) would not result in
a plan which was positively prepared to achieve sustainable growth in

Richmondshire. The T&CP Tomorrow Series Paper 16: New Estimates of Housing





1.7

1.8

1.9

2.1

Demand and Need in England, 2011 to 2031 (Alan Holmans) provides a critique of

the Interim mid 2011 projections and considers that:

“These projections are based on past trends in sector shares and an eventual return
to long-term trends in output. They can only form a starting point for understanding
future investment requirements. But lower levels of output will put increasing strains
on the housing market, worsening affordability and restricting access to adequate
housing. And if, as we all hope, the economy moves back towards longer-term
patterns of growth, even more housing investment will be required to meet resultant

demands” (paragraph 10, page 3).

This indicates that, as the Council set out in paragraph 2.34 of the DTR, if a lower
housing figure is used then this will simply exacerbate the “height of the barrier” to

families looking for a home in Richmondshire.

In relation to ‘Housebuilding and Land Availability’ (paragraph 2.39), the timing of
delivery of the sites is questioned. The SHLAA is on the basis of “30 dwellings max
completed per site per annum”. However, no consideration is made of the market

conditions for specific areas.

For example, the SHLAA Update April 2013 indicates that in Catterick Garrison in
Year 5 (2017) 145 dwellings will be completed on sites 56, 124, 186, 156, and 157.
Developments that compete within the same location are unlikely to be brought to
market simultaneously, due to the depressing effect on the values. This should be

reflected in the estimated yields.

In smaller markets (Primary Service and Secondary Service Villages) developers are
similarly unlikely to flood the market and a lower average completion rate is

considered to be more appropriate.

The ‘Views of Local Stakeholders’ (paragraph 2.43) section states that throughout the
consultation process the Council has not received representations asking for a lower
development target. This supports the retention of the higher target and rejection of

the 80 dwellings per year indicated by the Interim mid 2011 projections.

Do you agree that the revocation of the Regional Spatial Strategy has little

impact on the Council’s development targets?

The Richmondshire: Scrutiny of population estimates and projections (edge analytics,

January 2012) assess more recent projections than those on which the RSS targets
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were based upon. However, the RSS targets are considered applicable to the

assessment of whether a 5% or 20% buffer should be applied.

Do you agree with the Council’s position on the provision of military service

families’ accommodation following the publication of the Army Basing Plan?

The Council’s position on the provision of military service families’ accommodation is
generally supported. However, no indication is given on the specific reduction of the

current provision of 1,440 dwellings.

Do you agree with the Council’s approach to updating its Gypsies and

Travellers Accommodation Assessment?

No comment.

Do you agree with the proposed changes to the Local Plan Core Strategy
identified at paragraph 5.2?

The general conclusions are supported. However, as stated in paragraphs 1.4 — 1.5
above, Richmond is considered to be able to accommodate growth at land to the
south of Green Howards Road.

The introduction of a strategic review programme with a five year cycle has been
supported by the Planning Inspectorate (e.g. Ryedale District Council — The Ryedale
Plan: Local Plan Strategy — Inspectors Report: August 2013); however, a commitment
to an early review of the Core Strategy is considered to be evidence that the Council
is not looking to meet their “objectively assessed needs”. The difficulties, especially
the likely release of further projections in May 2014, indicate that this is a pragmatic
proposal and is therefore supported as an effective way to monitor, implement and
review the LPCS.
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(Representations submitted by email to localplan@richmondshire.gov.uk)

26" September 2013
Re: Richmondshire Development Target Review Consultation
Introduction

This letter is in response to the above consultation and provides Gladman Developments’
representations. Gladman welcome the opportunity to comment on the Development Target Review
document. This representation reflects and builds upon earlier submissions by Gladman
Developments on the Richmondshire Local Plan.

The inspector appointed to examine the Local Plan 2013 has invited the Council, the public and
stakeholders to make comments on Richmondshire’s submitted housing strategy given the release
and content of the Interim-2011 based household projections and the revocation of the Yorkshire
and Humber RSS.

Although Gladman are supportive of the Council on their conclusion that 2011 Interim Household
Projections are too low, Gladman remain convinced that submitted housing target for
Richmondshire is non-representative of the full objectively assessed needs of the district, and should
be reviewed prior to examination. Gladman recommend therefore that the Council must update this
evidence base in line with standards set in the Framework and emerging national policy practice
guidance, to fully reflect objectively assessed needs and develop a robust evidence background
against which a suitable housing requirement can be determined.





Assessing Richmondshire’s Housing Requirement

2011 Interim Household Projections

It is Gladmans belief that these projections should be used with some caution, as they are likely to
have been influenced by short term issues affecting the housing market and economy, and that
when these ease household formation rates are likely to return to a pre-recession trajectory over
the longer term. Gladman welcome therefore the Council’s conclusion that these interim projections
are too low.

Housing Figure

Policy SP4 of the submitted Local Plan sets an annual housing requirement of 180 dwellings equating
to a total of 3,060 dwellings within the plan period (2011-2028). The housing requirement forwarded
by the Council stems from the level of need for new homes identified in the Richmondshire Scrutiny
of Population Estimates and Projections (2012) “migration-led revision”. Trend based models only
present a snapshot of what has occurred in the past. They do not take into account
economic/employment growth nor suppressed housing need resulting from under supply or
concealed households. These models should therefore only be considered as one component in
determining housing need, and considered against wider factors.

Gladman are bemused by the Council’s apparent snub of the findings of the North Yorkshire SHMA,
which identifies an affordable requirement of 260 dwellings in the district, despite the fact that this
represents the most recent comprehensive study of housing need (albeit only affordable housing
need). The Council instead consider that such a level of delivery is unattainable. The Local Plan as
currently submitted cannot therefore be concluded to seek to significantly boost the supply of
housing as advocated in §47 of the Framework.

Gladman believe therefore that further consideration needs to be given in relation to the proposed
housing requirement to ensure that this is in line with the process for determining objectively
assessed need as outlined in paragraphs 158, 159, 152 and 14 of the Framework. The Council should
begin by considering its full objectively assessed housing needs, taking economic forecast into
account, then test whether the adverse impacts of meeting this need clearly and demonstrably
justify a lower Plan requirement. It needs to consider whether any of the development constraints
affecting the District could be addressed or overcome in order to meet its housing needs in full. It
should not supress its housing requirement based on what it considers to be deliverable.

Objectively Assessed Housing Need

The process of undertaking an objective assessment is clearly set out in the Framework principally in
§14, §47, §152 and §159 and should be undertaken in a systematic and transparent way to ensure
that the plan is based on a robust evidence base.

The starting point for this assessment is set out in §159 which requires local planning authorities to
have a clear understanding of housing needs in their area. This involves the preparation of a
Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) working with neighbouring authorities where housing
market areas cross administrative areas. The Framework goes on to set out the factors that should
be included in a SHMA including identifying “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;

e 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); and

® (Caters for housing demand and the scale of housing supply necessary to meet this demand.”

Key points that are worth noting from the above is that the objective assessment should identify the
full need for housing before the Council consider undertaking any process of assessing the ability to
deliver this figure. In addition, §159 specifically relates to catering for both housing need and
housing demand within the authority area. It is worth pointing out that any assessment of housing
need and demand within a SHMA must also consider the following factors; falling household
formation rates, net inward migration, the need to address the under provision of housing from the
previous local plan period, the preliminary results of the Census 2011, housing vacancy rates
including the need to factor in a 3% housing vacancy rate for churn in the housing market, economic
factors to ensure that the economic forecasts for an area are supported by sufficient housing to
deliver economic growth, off-setting a falling working age population by providing enough housing
to ensure retiring workers can be replaced by incoming residents, addressing affordability and
delivering the full need for affordable housing in an area.

It is our understanding that a majority of the SHMAs that were prepared under the current guidance
on SHMA preparation are not Framework compliant and do not consider the full range of factors
that are outlined in §159. This is causing significant problems for authorities currently at Examination
and therefore, to avoid this issue, SHMAs should be updated to take account of the Framework and
ensure plans are based on robust and up-to-date evidence. Indeed, the Government have noted the
deficiency in SHMAs and are updating the guidance on SHMA preparation to fully reflect the
guidance given in the Framework.

Following the exercise to identify the full, objectively assessed need for housing in an area, the local
planning authority should then seek to undertake the assessment outlined in §152 of the
Framework. This states that “Local planning authorities should seek opportunities to achieve each of
the economic, social and environmental dimensions of sustainable development, and net gains
across all three. Significant adverse impacts on any of these dimensions should be avoided and,
wherever possible, alternative options which reduce or eliminate such impacts should be pursued.
Where adverse impacts are unavoidable, measures to mitigate the impact should be considered.
Where adequate mitigation measures are not possible, compensatory measures may be
appropriate.” This statement clearly sets out that local planning authorities should seek to deliver
the full, objectively assessed need and that this should be tested through the evidence base. Only
where the evidence shows that this is not achievable should they then test other options to see if
any significant adverse impacts could be reduced or eliminated by pursuing these options. If this is
not possible then they should test if the significant adverse impacts could be mitigated and where
this is not possible, where compensatory measures may be appropriate.

The final stage of the process is outlined in §14 and involves a planning judgement as to whether,
following all of the stages of the process outlined above, “any adverse impacts of meeting the
objectively assessed needs would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when
assessed against the policies in this framework taken as a whole or specific policies in this
Framework indicate development should be restricted.” It is also worth noting that the final part of





this sentence refers to footnote 9 which sets out the types of policies that the Government consider
to be restrictive. These include “sites protected under the Birds and Habitat Directive (see paragraph
119) and/or designated as Sites of Special Scientific Interest; land designated as Green Belt, Local
Green Space, an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, Heritage Coast or within a National Park (or
the Broads Authority); designated heritage assets; and locations at risk of flooding or coastal
erosion”. Although this list is not exhaustive it is clear that local landscape designations, intrinsic
value of the countryside, the character of areas, green gaps etc are not specifically mentioned as
constraints.

Assessment of Housing and Economic Development Needs — Guidance Note

As the Council may already be aware, the Government has recently issued a guidance note to
support local authorities in objectively assessing and evidencing development needs for housing
(both market and affordable) and economic development. This document supports and provides
further guidance on the process of undertaking such assessments as set out in the Framework.
Gladman highlight the following key points from this document:

® Plan makers should not apply constraints to the overall assessment of need, such as
limitations imposed by the supply of land for new development, historic under performance,
infrastructure or environmental constraints.

® Household projections published by the Department for Communities and Local
Government should provide the starting point estimate of overall housing need

e Household projection based estimates of housing need may need adjusting to reflect factors
affecting local demography and household formation rates which are not captured by past
trends, for example historic suppression by under supply and worsening affordability of
housing. The assessment will need to reflect the consequences of past under delivery and
the extent to which household formation rates have been constrained by supply.

® Plan makers need to consider increasing their housing numbers where the supply of working
age population is less than projected job growth, to prevent unsustainable commuting
patterns and reduced local business resilience.

e If the historic rate of development shows that actual supply falls below planned supply,
future supply should be increased to reflect the likelihood of under-delivery of a plan.

®  Plan makers should take account of concealed households.

® Housing needs indicated by household projections should be adjusted to reflect appropriate
market signals, as well as other market indicators of the balance between the demand for
and supply of dwellings. Appropriate comparisons of indicators (land prices, house prices
etc) should be made — with longer term trends in the HMA, similar demographic and
economic areas, and nationally. Divergence under any of these circumstances will require
upward adjustment to planned housing numbers.

* The more significant the affordability constraints (as reflected in rising prices and rents, and
worsening affordability ratio) and the stronger other indicators of high demand (e.g. the
differential between land prices), the larger the improvement in affordability needed, and
the larger the additional supply response should be.

®  Market signals are affected by a number of economic factors. Plan makers should increase
planned supply by an amount that, on reasonable assumptions and consistent with
principles of sustainable development, could be expected to improve affordability.

This guidance is a material consideration, and whist limited weight can only be attached to it at this
stage it is a clear indication of the Government’s direction of travel to which the Council should pay
due regard through its Full review.





Affordable Housing

The provision of affordable housing is a key priority that Council’s seek to achieve through their Local
Plan. However the only way to improve affordability is to provide housing. If the evidence base
suggests that a certain level of affordable housing is required (260 in the 2011 SHMA) and the local
planning authority are not seeking to address this through their Local Plan then the affordability gap
will only get worse. Local Plan housing requirements should therefore reflect the full need for
affordable housing provision as required by paragraph 47 of the Framework if addressing
affordability is to be achieved.

Gladman note that the Council’s proposed housing requirement (180 dwellings) is likely to
significantly constrain the scope for addressing affordable housing needs in Richmondshire, with an
annual affordable need for 260 affordable dwellings in the District. This supports the need to
increase the Council’s overall housing requirement.

The Council should note guidance set out in the Government’s recent Assessment of Housing and
Economic Development Needs guidance document, which states that “The total affordable housing
need should then be considered in the context of its likely delivery as a proportion of mixed market
and affordable housing developments, given the probable percentage of affordable housing to be
delivered by market housing led developments. An increase in the total housing figures included in
the Local Plan should be considered where it could help deliver the required number of affordable
homes”.

Housing Backlog

A further concern that Gladman raise is in relation to the housing backlog. Many authorities have
consistently under-provided housing against targets set out in the adopted RSS. These documents
were subject to significant scrutiny and were found to be based on robust evidence. If the local
planning authority has not provided sufficient homes to meet its RSS target, then there is a need to
ensure that the housing requirement in the forthcoming Local Plan includes an element to address
this backlog.

The current under supply of housing against the RSS target of 200 dpa (see footnote 22 of pg 159 of
the revoked Yorks and Humber RSS) in Richmondshire equates to a shortfall of 644 dwellings over
the period 2004/05-2012/13; this is a significant figure given the rural nature of the district. Unmet
need will not just disappear and therefore it is fundamental that it is taken into account in the
targets moving forward. The Framework is clear in §47 that the under delivery of housing needs to
be met by Local Authorities. The Draft National Planning Practice Guidance, provides further clarity
on this, by stating “local planning authorities should aim to deal with any-under supply within the
first five years of the plan period where possible. Where this cannot be met in the first five years,
local planning authorities will need to work with neighbouring authorities under the duty to co-
operate.”

Conclusions

What is clear from the Framework, and from the Government’s agenda to boost significantly the
supply of housing, is that the premise of the whole process is the assessment and delivery of the full,
objectively assessed needs for housing in an area unless there are adverse impacts that would
significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits. If the process set out in the Framework and
highlighted above is not followed then the Council run the real risk of the plan being found unsound
and this will create significant delay and uncertainty in the process.





All of our best interests are served by your authority getting a Local Plan found sound at the earliest
possible opportunity, rather than us utilising considerable resources on preparing for and attending
EIPs, preparing Judicial Reviews etc. This approach will put the authority back in control of planning
in their area and will give the Members comfort and certainty over the level and location of
development that will take place over the lifetime of the Plan.

If you decide to progress a strategy that is contrary to your evidence base you will be aware that
early on in your process, you will need to provide a Consequences Report. These are necessary to
justify any form of departure from the evidence base and to allow everyone to fully understand the
consequences of following an alternative strategy.

Gladman have raised significant concerns in relation to the ‘soundness’ of the Local Plan (with
reference to tests of soundness outlined in paragraph 182 of the Framework). The Local Plan does
not provide a positive policy approach and in a number of cases is not consistent with national
policy. Key areas where Gladman raise concerns are summarised as follows:

* Housing requirement — We are concerned that the proposed housing requirement does not
reflect the true, full objectively assessed needs for the District and has been arbitrarily
constrained. It is not fully clear whether the Council has assessed the potential to deliver a
higher housing requirement or tested this against potential delivery constraints.

e Affordable Housing — Gladman note that the Council’s proposed housing requirement is
likely to significantly constrain the scope for addressing affordable housing needs in
Chichester. This supports the need to increase the Council’s overall housing requirement.

e Housing Backlog — Richmondshire need to account for previous under delivery given the
authorities poor record in delivering RSS requirements.

| hope you have found these representations constructive, if you require any further information or
wish to meet with one of the Gladman team then please do not hesitate to contact me. | thank
Richmondshire District Council for the opportunity to comment on this consultation.

Yours Sincerely

Craig Barnes
Strategic Land Team
Gladman Developments
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From: Graham Banks <Graham.Banks@hambleton.gov.
uk>

Sent: 13 September 2013 09:39

To: GEN - Local Plan

Subject: Development Target Review

Dear John
Many thanks for consulting us on this matter.

Hambleton Council wishes to fully support the approach you are taking in respect of
retaining your housing development target of 180 dwellings per annum following your
thorough reassessment, so as to meet your economic and housing growth requirements
and particularly affordability needs.

We would be concerned from a cross boundary view if the target was to be significantly
reduced as this would put pressure on Hambleton’s housing market area as developers
are struggling to meet our own housing and affordable housing targets at present.
Despite having an adopted plan with sufficient sites identified for delivery, there is a
significant backlog of supply to meet due to the recession and slowdown in
housebuilding. We could not therefore accept a requirement to meet needs in this
District arising from adjacent areas or a diversion of housing pressure, which could
happen if your target was set too low (eg 80 dwellings).

We support the arguments you make with respect to the Regional Spatial Strategy,
accommodation provision for military families and your approach to Travellers pitches.
We also note the expected consultation with us soon on your GTAA update as set out in
your action plan.

Finally we support your proposed changes to the Core Strategy, much of which is useful
updating.

Kind Regards

Graham Banks

Planning Policy Manager
Hambleton District Council
Civic Centre

Stone Cross

Northallerton

DL6 2UU
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Tel 01609 767097 (direct line)
Fax 01609 767248
Email graham.banks@hambleton.gov.uk

www.hambleton.gov.uk

Please note | now work Tues-Fri only

Please consider the environment - only print this email if absolutely necessary

The information contained in this email is confidential. It is intended only for the stated
addressee(s) and access to it by any other person is unauthorised. If you are not an
addressee, you must not disclose, copy, circulate or in any other way use or rely on the
information contained in this email. Such unauthorised use may be unlawful. If you have
received this email in error, please inform the sender immediately and delete it and all
copies from your system. Any views or opinions expressed are solely those of the author
and do not necessarily represent those of Hambleton District Council.

All e-mail traffic may be subject to recording and / or monitoring in accordance with
relevant legislation.

Hambleton District Council, Civic Centre, Stone Cross, Northallerton, DL6 2UU.
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Our Ref: RID/RF
27" September 2013

Planning Policy
Richmondshire District Council
Swale House

Frenchgate

Richmond

DL10 4JE

Dear Sir / Madam

CORE STRATEGY CONSULTATION: DEVELOPMENT TARGET REVIEW

We act on behalf of Mulberry Homes (Yorkshires) Ltd who has an interest in land at
Leyburn.

Following the publication of the ‘Development Target Review' document, please
therefore find detailed below my comments which primarily relate to the Council’s
reassessment of its development target and the impact of the revocation of the RSS
(Questions 1 and 2).

Core Strategy Consultation: Development Target Review

1. Do you agree with the Council’s reassessment of its development target?

Mulberry Homes (Yorkshire) Ltd support the Council's reassessment of its development
target.

The Council has undertaken a sound reassessment of the proposed housing
requirement figure in light of the publication of the 2011 Interim household projection
figures. It is apparent from the detailed assessment undertaken the Council has fully
understood the weaknesses inherent in the 2011 Interim household projections and the
implications for the local authority and the delivery of their Core Strategy, if the 2011
statistics were to be given weight and a significantly lower requirement figure proposed.

As highlighted in the Development Target Review the 2011 figures are Interim figures,
which provide projections over a 10 year, rather than a 25 year timeframe. The Council
fully understand how the household projections are derived, and at paragraph 2.44 they
confim that household projections are based on a continuation of past trends which
reflect earlier economic conditions and are affected by locally unusual factors such as
the movement of military personnel and their families. The conclude that under current
conditions the use of these 10 year projections to cover a long time period, which would
sustain recessionary trends and enforce the observed population trends into the future is
highly undesirable.

A reliance on the 2011 Interim projections would therefore result in the Council planning
to replicate the recent economic conditions and the problems associated with low levels
of house building which result in affordability issues, over-crowding and out-migration.

t: 0113 243 6116 : 0113 2459042 a: Atlas House, 31 King Street, Leeds, LS1 2HL
E a:
w: www.idplanning.co.uk

Registered in ENGLAND No: 05271142






Such an approach would run wholly contrary to the Government’s growth aspirations and
the requirement in the NPPF to boost significantly the supply of housing and ensure the
plan meets the full, objectively assessed housing needs of the area.

In this regard, the 2011 projections do not reflect the full, objectively assessed housing
needs of the area, it projects forward a period of constraint which has resulted in housing
needs not being met.

The Council highlight a number of sources of information which caution the use of the
2011 Interim projections for strategic planning purposes. In addition to the sources listed
in the Development Target Review Document, Nathaniel Litchfield and Partners (NLP)
issued a briefing on 10" April 2013 titled ‘Handle with care: the new 2011-based Interim
Household Projections’, a day after the dataset was published. They advised the
projections should be handled with care because they actually reflect a failing housing
market rather than painting a picture of what is needed in the future. It advises the
figures project forward what has happened since 2008, during a recession, a period
characterised by:

“A huge undersupply of new homes;

Increased overcrowding;

Asking prices remaining out of reach for first time buyers; and
Restricted mortgage finance, putting the brakes on the market.

In effect, they lay bare the problems created by building too few houses.”

The NLP view is that the 2011 interim projections must be treated with caution for the
following reasons:

. “A policy approach which perpetuates trends of young households being
unable to access the housing market is highly unsustainable.
. As the market recovers the suppressed demand resulting from the

recessionary constraints on household formation will simply be unlocked.
This will render the current Projections meaningless.

. LPAs will need consider carefully whether yesterdays Interim Projections
are a reasonable basis for estimating need beyond 2021, given that the
suppressed household formation has been heavily influenced by short-
term undersupply and mortgage problems.”

Going forward, NLP recommend that Local Planning Authorities will need housing and
targets in plans that take into account:-

. “Economic objectives — to ensure that a lack of new housing does not hold
back the creation of new jobs.

o Evidence on the need for affordable and other types of housing.

o A reasonable view on how trend in migration, population growth, and

household formation will change in the period post-2021, not now covered
by any extant Government projections.

. The impact of housing market factors, such as rate of vacant properties,
second homes, and the need to renew and replace existing stock.






. Local demographic and policy objectives, such as levels of migration and
commuting.”

The NLP briefing note clearly advises against the use of the 2011 interim figures for
strategic planning purposes, and this conclusion is also reached in a Planning Advisory
Service (PAS) document published in August 2013 titled ‘Ten Key Principles for Owning
your Housing Number — Finding Your Objectively Assessed Needs'.

The PAS document sets out the ten key principles that should be followed in order for
Local Authorities to be able to ‘own’ their housing numbers (CD20) and confirms at the
top of page 10 that the 2011 ONS figures are of limited value for strategic planning
purposes because they only cover a ten year period. In particular, the document
cautions against projecting forward the recessionary period of the last 5 years, under the
heading ‘Projections’ on page 6, it states:-

“All projections are trend based rolling forward what has occurred over the past
five years. They therefore simply identify what would happen in the future if the
key factors such as, birth and death rate, number of migrants, household
formation rate and number of people not living in households continued at the
same rates. It is important to note that projections therefore do not take account
of any changes in policy that national or local government is trying to implement.

In addition caution should be applies if the trends experience in the past five
years reflect a period of particular economic decline or likewise economic
buoyancy. Projecting forward a recessionary trend may lead to concealed
households not being catered for and an underestimate of the true level of
household change. It is also important to understand how this may impact on any
economic recovery and growth ambitions that the council have. Examine the
trends and projections in relation to household representation rates, age structure
and household type to see how they compare with the current position as
identified in the Census.”

The cautionary note about projecting forward recessionary trends is also set out in an
advice note prepared by planning consultancy Turley Associates where it is advised:-

“For those authorities looking to set new housing targets, this set of official
projections, as with all ONS/DCLG publications, are trend based. They serve to
present a future’ that assumes that the underlying drivers of the housing market
continue to reflect current and recent market conditions. The base date of the
projections, and indeed the Census year, follows a sustained recessionary period
that has had a marked impact on the fluidity of the housing market, levels of
transactions and the ability of new households to form, not least as a result of
unprecedented low levels of housing.

The HBF states: the local planning process tends to become a vicious
circle: planning has constrained housing supply for the last two decades,
which has suppressed household formation, which is reflected in the
household projections, which are a key input into local authority planning
for future housing supply”. The rapid contraction of the mortgage market in
2008 has had a disproportionate impact on First Time Buyers and this is reflected
in the household projection dataset. This significantly assumes the reduction of






the formation of new households where the head of household is aged 25-34
(23,000 new households per annum are projected to form in the new 2011-based
projections contrasted against 49,000 within the 2008-based SNHP dataset).As
the HBF notes, this ire reflected in other ONS datasets that point to an increase
in the number of young people forced to live at home with parents.”

The advice from these sources is consistent, the figures are not reliable for strategic
planning purposes and would project forward a recessionary period, which is not what
Government policy requires local authorities to plan for. The Council’s approach to not
place any weight on the 2011 is there sound.

In accordance with the NPPF and in recognition of the local circumstances specific to
Richmondshire which require a understanding of the impact of the large military
population on the housing market area, the Council has relied on evidence specific to
their housing market area in the form of the North Yorkshire Housing Market
Assessment and the Richmondshire Scrutiny of Population report. Whilst more recent
population and households projections have been published since these studies were
prepared, as a result of the Interim nature of these projections, and as the Council
identify, these figures are inappropriate to use for strategic planning purposes.

We therefore support the Council in their proposal to retain the requirement figure of 180
dwellings per annum set out in the Core Strategy document submitted for examination. It
is founded on a sound and robust evidence base that takes account of the nature of the
housing market area, meets the full, objectively assessed housing needs of the area, the
growth aspirations of the Core Strategy and uses the most recent reliable data on the
projected need for housing. On this basis the plan, in relation to the Council's proposed
housing requirement figure, has been positively prepared, is justified, effective and
consistent with national policy.

2. Do you agree that the revocation of the Regional Spatial Strategy has little impact on
the Council’'s development targets?

We support the Council's stance in relation to the impact of the revocation of the
Regional Spatial Strategy. As the Development Target Review document clearly
identifies, the Council prepared the Core Strategy in knowledge of the proposed
revocation of the RSS, and in establishing their housing requirement it is evident they did
not simply set the RSS requirement aside and ignore its evidence base.

Whilst the RSS as a policy document has been revoked and therefore the Core Strategy
does not need to be in accordance with its policies, or the housing requirement figure of
200 dwellings per annum, nevertheless, it remains relevant as part of the Council's
evidence base on the housing need in Richmondshire.

The Council has not ignored this key piece of evidence, indeed the Council’s Local
Strategy Statement concluded that apart from some minor changes the RSS and its
supporting evidence provided an appropriate policy approach for development in
Richmondshire, including the development target. The Council has taken a robust
approach in preparing its own, more up to date evidence base. This evidence identified a
figure just some 20 dwellings per year lower than the RS. The Council’s own evidence
essentially lends supports to the robustness of the RS figure, given the two figures are
not materially different.






As the Council has concluded, the revocation of the RS has had a minimal impact on the
Council’'s requirement figure. Their figure has not ignored the RS requirement figure and
its evidence base, which remains the most up-to-date tested evidence on the full,
objectively assessed needs of the area, and which took account of the inter-relationships
between Richmondshire and adjoining authorities. The Council’s approach has not been
to disregard this valuable and detailed evidence, but to update it according to their local
circumstances and which has produced a figure not materially different to the RS
requirement figure. The fact the RS as a policy document has been revoked therefore
has no material impact on the work the Council has undertaken to identify the
appropriate requirement figure for the area. In this regard, it is maintained the Council’s
approach following the revocation of the RS is wholly sound as the strategy has been
positively prepared, it is justified, will be effective in delivering the Core Strategy’s aims
and is consistent with national policy.

5. Do you agree with the proposed changes to the Local Plan Core Strategy identified at
paragraph 5.2?

In relation solely to the matter of the Council's proposed housing requirement, Mulberry
Homes (Yorkshire) Ltd support the proposed changed to the Local Plan Core Strategy
identified at paragraph 5.2 as the Council do not propose to change the housing
requirement figure of 180 dwellings per annum set out in the Core Strategy document
submitted for examination.

| trust you will give these comments due consideration when the Richmondshire Core
Strategy is examined.

Yours sincerely

Richard Irving BA (Hons) Dip TP MRTPI
Director











Our Ref.: - 07/20/21/JD/FTR
Your Ref.: -

Planning Policy,
Richmondshire Core Strategy,
Swale House.

Frenchgate.

Richmond.

North Yorkshire.

DL10 4JE

22 August 2013

Dear Mr. Hiles,

RICHMONDSHIRE CORE STRATEGY

DEVELOPMENT TARGET REVIEW

PALLETT HILL SAND AND GRAVEL CO LTD

| enclose representations on the Development Target Review on behalf
of Pallett Hill Sand and Gravel Co Ltd.. Please can you kindly confirm

receipt,

Yours sincerely

Jill Davis BA, MRTPI

Cc Pallett Hill Sand and Gravel Co Ltd
Vicki Lamb, Lister and Haig





RICHMONDSHIRE CORE STRATEGY

DEVELOPMENT TARGET REVIEW

REPRESENTATIONS ON BEHALF OF PALLETT HILL SAND AND GRAVEL
COLTD

1. Questions set in Paragraph 1.7 of “Development Target Review’
August 2013

“1. Do you agree with the Council’s reassessment of its development
target?”
No - See below (1)

“2. Do you agree that the revocation of the Regional Spatial Strategy
has little impact on the Council’s development targets?”

Agree/no comment
“3. Do you agree with the Council’s position on the provision of
military service families’ accommodation following the publication of
the Army Basing Plan?”

Agree/no comment

“4. Do you agree with the Council’s approach to updating its Gypsies
and Travellers Accommodation Assessment?”

Agree/no comment

“5. Do you agree with the proposed changes to the Local Plan Core
Strategy identified at paragraph 5.27”

No - See below (2)





Response to questions 1 and 5
Paragraph 2.5

Para 2.5 says sufficient amount of growth has been proposed to
address problems that are "The level of growth proposed is considered
appropriate for Richmondshire’s very rural setting and pays respect to
the quality of the local environment.”

Section 3 and Annex 2
Paragraph 2.38

No explanation is given in the text for the “Average” column in the
Table in paragraph 2.38.

As it appears in the document the average column is a cumulative
average (i.e. average year 1, average year 1 + 2, etc), over a nine year
period from 2004/5 - 2012/13. This does not reveal any trend and in
itself appears to be a meaningless statistic. Apart from the year
2005/6 when it is recalled in paragraph 2.40 there were military
homes relaxed into the open market, all this form of averaging reveals
is an accumulating deficit and consistent underperformance and the
method of averaging is not statically sound or indformative.

Most comparative studies use a rolling 5 year average or rolling
averages at years 5, 10, 15 and 20 which gives a representative
average yearly build figure.

The average figure of average 128 in year 2012/13 does not reflect
the actual housing completion figure of 38 and the shortfall.

A five year average from 2008/9 to 2012/13 would give averages of
165, 137, 87, 108 and 78 which shows the accumulating deficit.

We consider that this table should be replaced with a table showing
the rolling averages over at least a 5 year period, and preferably 10,
15 and 20 year periods.

The delivery of new housing is an important part of UK urban
regeneration policy and practice. The “housing trajectory” seeks to
help policy makers make better decisions about housing delivery.
Government guidance on trajectories is deficient and fragmented and
does not take account of recent changes in government policy and
there are shortcomings regarding the relationship between planning
policy processes and housing delivery.





The plans are written in a way that does not encourage involvement of
stakeholders or the awareness of the need to prepare contingency
plans if housing supply targets are not met.

This gives rise to concerns about the reliability and accuracy of
housing delivery forecasts as well as the difficulties of measuring the
effectiveness of housing policy. This Development Target Review is not
transparent or readily understandable by stakeholders.

Paragraph 2.43

This paragraph states that despite arguing for higher target
development proposals identified by Stakeholders did not identify
strategic growth areas.

Paragraph 2.8 of the document says that the A1(M) upgrade will
improve protects for growth, particularly around Catterck Garrison.
The new Catterick Central Junction and the local access roads will have
a significant impact on reassigning traffic to and from the Strategic
Road network (SRN) to the local highway network.

As well as encouraging growth in the Garrison, the proposed junction
and local access roads will increase potential for strategic growth east
of the motorway in Central Richmondshire.

The SHELAA recognises the commercial potential of land to the
immediate east of the new junction. Strategic housing growth in
Catterick Village would also be facilitated by the scheme. Whereas
growth is retarianed by traffic impacts at Catterick Bridge, the new
scheme would relive this constraint and open up further land in
Catterick Village for housing growth.






LEYBURN TOWN COUNCIL 26 SEP 2013
Market and Burial Authority S

[

e e T N e s S YA T 7 AT

Mrs J Forrest Thornborough Hall
Clerk to the Council Leybumn
North Yorkshire

DL8 5AB

Telephone / Fax (01969) 622561
Email: contact@leyburntowncouncil.co.uk

24™ September, 2013.

FAO Mr J Hiles

Planning Policy Officer
Richmondshire District Council
Swale House

Frenchgate

RICHMOND

North Yorks, DL10 4JE

Dear Mr Hiles

Richmondshire L.ocal Plan Core Strategy — Development Target Review

All Town Councillors have now seen the above document and this was discussed at our September meeting.
Councillors would make the following comments:-

It is very difficult to predict housing needs, but it is good to see that the number predicted for the area has been
reduced. The type of accommodation is as important as the numbers built, affordable housing is essential in an
area of high house prices. The “grey area” of Army housing confuses the statistics.

The building of additional houses is welcome but not a good idea n isolation. What will be done to create
affordable business units as private landlords and large companies have increasingly to face less affordable
rents. These businesses create local jobs and the economics speak for themselves. Build new houses with no
employment and you fail to meet local needs.

Transport 1s also key, cutting bus services makes it difficult to access jobs and high petrol prices make it counter
productive to drive a long way to work.

New houses will be sold on the open market. Young people are not likely to earn the £58k PA required to buy,
so like previous development these houses wilil in the main go to the retiring population. Diminishing services
and an increase in the number of older people do not bode well for the area.

Yours sincerely

Julie Forrest(Mrs)
Clerk











26 September 2013

Our ref: 94402

Your ref;

ENGLAND

Planning Policy
Richmondshire District Council

Swale House Customer Services

Hornbeam House

Frenchgate Crewe Business Park
Richmond Electra Way
DL10 4JE Crewe

Cheshire CW1 6GJ
localplan@richmondshire.gov

T 0300 060 3900

BY EMAIL ONLY

Dear Sir/Madam

Planning consultation: Local Plan Core Strategy: Development Target Review
Location: Richmondshire

Thank you for your consultation dated 5 August 2013, which we received on the same day.

Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory purpose is to ensure that the natural
environment is conserved, enhanced, and managed for the benefit of present and future generations,
thereby contributing to sustainable development.

Having read the Development Target Review, Natural England notes Richmondshire District Council’s
intention to retain the housing target of 180 additional dwellings per annum (dph) and their distribution
within the submitted Core Strategy.

As the submission Core Strategy development target and its distribution has been retained and Natural
England has provided advice on these issues prior to submission, we have no further comments to
make regarding the environmental implications of retaining this target.

Natural England welcomes the review’s recognition of Richmondshire District’s natural assets,
including its landscapes, and the potential impacts a revised housing target would have upon them.

The review is supported by a Sustainability Appraisal (SA) which examines the retained target and its
distribution alongside two alternative targets (280dpa or 80dpa) and distribution patterns (centralise or
disperse). Natural England considers the SA compliant with the European SEA Directive and the
Government’s Practical Guidance to Strategic Environmental Assessment.

This concludes Natural England’s advice.
For any queries relating to this consultation only you are welcome to contact me directly - telephone:

0300 060 4129 or email: john.king2@naturalengland.org.uk. For all other consultations and
correspondence, please contact the above address.

Yours faithfully

John King
Land Use Operations

Page 1 of 1

Please send consultations via email to: consultations@naturalengland.org.uk
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RICHMOND & DISTRICT CIVIC SOCIETY

RESPONSE to RDC DEVELOPMENT TARGET REVIEW

1. Do you agree with the Council’s reassessment of its development target?

Broadly, we are not in a position to challenge the statistics on population growth, which
suggest a lower demand, however population forecasting is far from being an exact
science and we feel that there may be scope for more housing to sustain the local
economy. Any increase in targets must be sited where it does not conflict with heritage
assets.

2. Do you agree that the revocation of the Regional Spatial Strategy has little
impact on the Council’s development targets?

Yes, the estimates contained therein have been overtaken by more potentially reliable
figures.

3. Do you agree with the Council’s position on the provision of military service
families’ accommodation following the publication of the Army Basing Plan?

Yes, however it must be borne in mind that the Army’s demand for accommodation is
dependent on national policies for defence, which at present are increasingly fluid.

4. Do you agree with the Council’s approach to updating its Gypsies and
Travellers Accommodation Assessment?

Yes. However we feel that the transit provision should reflect the annual influx of
travellers for the short period of Appleby Horse Fair. Whilst it is for a very short period
the massive increase in traveller population should not be ignored.

5. Do you agree with the proposed changes to the Local Plan Core Strategy
identified at paragraph 5.2?

Broadly yes however;

Bullet point 4 could be clarified by amending “The proposed housing target of 180
homes each year” to read” at least 180 homes each year”

Bullet Point 5 It is clear that the demand created by the Army is critical and at the time
of responding both funding and policy are uncertain and it might be wise to err on the
side of generosity in reaching targets for this.

Bullet point 6 Whilst Appleby Fair is an infrequent and short duration event but one
which attracts very large numbers of travellers and perhaps consideration should be
given to transit facilities
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From: jane ritchie

Sent: 05 August 2013 20:59

To: Hiles, John

Subject: Re: Richmondshire Local Plan Core Strategy — Development
Target Review (2)

Dear Mr Hiles,

Thank you for sending me the information about the Richmondshire Local Plan Core Strategy-Development Target
Review. | can't find exactly what it is that the Inspector is unhappy about, but as far as | can see the Council's
statement on house building seems fair so | have no comment to make. | also think the Council's comment on
accommodation for travellers seems completely reasonable. However, | wonder if you know that apparently a number
of gipsy families are intending to stay at Bainbridge in future instead of going on to Appleby. The landlord at The Rose
& Crown has offered them a field. For more information please contact Cllr. Yvonne Peacock. Yours sincerely, Jane
Ritchie.

On 05/08/2013 15:47, Hiles, John wrote:

Dear Sir/Madam
Richmondshire Local Plan Core Strategy — Development Target Review

The Local Plan Core Strategy was submitted for examination on 28 February 2013. The
Planning Inspector appointed to examine the Richmondshire Local Plan Core Strategy
has asked for further consultation on the Council’s proposed development target, which
is an average of 180 homes each year until 2028. This follows the publication of the
interim mid-2011 household projections by Dept Communities and Local Government
(April 2013), the publication of the Army Basing Plan by the Ministry of Defence (April
2013), the revocation of the Yorkshire and Humber Regional Spatial Strategy (February
2013) and concerns with the Council’s strategic approach to accommodation for gypsies
and travellers.

The Council’'s Development Target Review considers all of the above and recommends
that the development target should not be changed. A copy of this document is
attached for your comments together with the Statement of the Representations
Procedure and Document Availability. The publication of this document does not
reopen debate on any other aspect of the Local Plan Core Strategy.

Representations on the Development Target Review should be made by email to
localplan@richmondshire.gov.uk or by post to Planning Policy, Richmondshire District
Council, Swale House, Frenchgate, Richmond, DL10 4JE. The deadline for
representations is 5pm on Friday 27th September 2013 and late representations will not
be accepted.

All representations should relate to the need for legal compliance and the 4 soundness
tests. Guidance is provided in the Development Target Review on these tests.
Representations received cannot be treated as confidential and will be published on the
Council’'s website and made available for public inspection. We will remove telephone
numbers, email addresses and signatures from all copies to prevent identity fraud. All
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representations received will be passed to the appointed Planning Inspector. Hearing
sessions are now likely to take place in November 2013.

Supporting documents, which we consider relevant to the preparation of the Local Plan
Core Strategy, are listed in the accompanying Statement. They are all available to view
on the Council’s website www.richmondshire.gov.uk/localplan.aspx and paper copies
are available for inspection.

For the latest position on the Richmondshire Local Plan please check our website for
regular updates. If you require any further information or advice, please do not hesitate
to get in touch. Also if you no longer wish to receive notifications and would like to be
removed from our database please let us know, preferably by emailing
localplan@richmondshire.gov.uk

| look forward to your comments

John Hiles
Senior Policy Officer

Richmondshire District Council

t: 01748 827025
e: John.Hiles@Richmondshire.gov.uk
w: richmondshire.gov.uk

The information contained in this email is confidential. It is intended only for the stated addressee(s) and access to it by

any other person is unauthorised. If you are not an addressee, you must not disclose, copy, circulate or in any other way use
or rely on the information contained in this email. Such unauthorised use may be unlawful. If you have received this emalil

in error, please inform the sender immediately and delete it and all copies from your system. Any views or opinions
expressed are solely those of the author and do not necessarily represent those of Richmondshire District

Council.

All e-mail traffic may be subject to monitoring/recording in accordance with relevant legislation.

Richmondshire District Council, Swale House, Frenchgate, Richmond, North Yorkshire, DL10 4JE.
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From: linda&alan sherwood

Sent: 08 August 2013 14:05

To: Hiles, John

Subject: RE: Core Strategy consultation — Development
Target Review (1)

Dear John

Thank you for sending the consultation document. It is very comprehensive and | am not able
due to commitments to expand my comments further than to say that the proposed
development target seems about right however we would not support the decentralisation
option as services are already over stretched within village communities & feel that
developments centred on Richmond & the Garrison are more appropriate for the scale of the
determined target

We would be interested to be consulted on the outcome of the Gypsy & Traveller needs
assessment in due course

Regards

Linda & Alan Sherwood

From: John.Hiles@Richmondshire.gov.uk

To: localplan@richmondshire.gov.uk

Subject: Core Strategy consultation — Development Target Review (1)
Date: Mon, 5 Aug 2013 14:43:14 +0000

Dear Sir/Madam
Richmondshire Local Plan Core Strategy — Development Target Review

The Local Plan Core Strategy was submitted for examination on 28 February 2013. The
Planning Inspector appointed to examine the Richmondshire Local Plan Core Strategy
has asked for further consultation on the Council’s proposed development target, which
is an average of 180 homes each year until 2028. This follows the publication of the
interim mid-2011 household projections by Dept Communities and Local Government
(April 2013), the publication of the Army Basing Plan by the Ministry of Defence (April
2013), the revocation of the Yorkshire and Humber Regional Spatial Strategy (February
2013) and concerns with the Council’s strategic approach to accommodation for gypsies
and travellers.

The Council’s Development Target Review considers all of the above and recommends
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that the development target should not be changed. A copy of this document is
attached for your comments together with the Statement of the Representations
Procedure and Document Availability. The publication of this document does not reopen
debate on any other aspect of the Local Plan Core Strategy.

Representations on the Development Target Review should be made by email to
localplan@richmondshire.gov.uk or by post to Planning Policy, Richmondshire District
Council, Swale House, Frenchgate, Richmond, DL10 4JE. The deadline for
representations is 5pm on Friday 27th September 2013 and late representations will not
be accepted.

All representations should relate to the need for legal compliance and the 4 soundness
tests. Guidance is provided in the Development Target Review on these tests.
Representations received cannot be treated as confidential and will be published on the
Council’'s website and made available for public inspection. We will remove telephone
numbers, email addresses and signatures from all copies to prevent identity fraud. All
representations received will be passed to the appointed Planning Inspector. Hearing
sessions are now likely to take place in November 2013.

Supporting documents, which we consider relevant to the preparation of the Local Plan
Core Strategy, are listed in the accompanying Statement. They are all available to view
on the Council’s website www.richmondshire.gov.uk/localplan.aspx and paper copies

are available for inspection.

For the latest position on the Richmondshire Local Plan please check our website for
regular updates. If you require any further information or advice, please do not hesitate
to get in touch. Also if you no longer wish to receive notifications and would like to be
removed from our database please let us know, preferably by emailing
localplan@richmondshire.gov.uk

| look forward to your comments

John Hiles
Senior Policy Officer
Richmondshire District Council

t: 01748 827025
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e: John.Hiles@Richmondshire.gov.uk
w: richmondshire.gov.uk

_ DISTRICT COUNCIL

The information contained in this email is confidential. It is intended only for the stated addressee(s) and access to it by

any other person is unauthorised. If you are not an addressee, you must not disclose, copy, circulate or in any other way use
or rely on the information contained in this email. Such unauthorised use may be unlawful. If you have received this email

in error, please inform the sender immediately and delete it and all copies from your system. Any views or opinions
expressed are solely those of the author and do not necessarily represent those of Richmondshire District

Council.

All e-mail traffic may be subject to monitoring/recording in accordance with relevant legislation.

Richmondshire District Council, Swale House, Frenchgate, Richmond, North Yorkshire, DL10 4JE.
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From: GEN - Local Plan

Sent: 01 October 2013 10:19

To: Usher, Matthew

Subject: FW: Richmondshire Local Plan Core Strategy -

Development Target Review

Local Plan

Ext. (82)

P Print this email only if you have to!

From: Michael Lowe [mailto:Michael.Lowe@durham.gov.uk]

Sent: 13 August 2013 12:38

To: Hiles, John

Cc: GEN - Local Plan; Mike Allum

Subject: Richmondshire Local Plan Core Strategy - Development Target Review

Dear John

Re: Richmondshire Local Plan Core Strategy - Development Target
Review

Thank you for your letter reference JH/CS/DTR dated 6! August 2013.

Having examined the document | can advise that Durham County Council has no comment to make.

Re: Contact Details
Also, can | take the opportunity to provide you with an update of our contact details which are as follows:

Mr Mike Allum - Spatial Policy Manager
Spatial Policy Team,

Regeneration and Economic Development
Durham County Council

County Hall,

DURHAM

DH1 5UQ
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spatialpolicy@durham.qgov.uk

Kind regards Michael

Michael E Lowe MRTPI

Spatial Policy Team

Regeneration and Economic Development
Room 4 - 24

County Hall

Durham DH1 5UQ

03000 263404

Help protect our environment by only printing this email if absolutely necessary. The information it contains and any files transmitted with it are confidential and are only
intended for the person or organisation to whom it is addressed. It may be unlawful for you to use, share or copy the information, if you are not authorised to do so. If you
receive this email by mistake, please inform the person who sent it at the above address and then delete the email from your system. Durham County Council takes
reasonable precautions to ensure that its emails are virus free. However, we do not accept responsibility for any losses incurred as a result of viruses we might transmit and
recommend that you should use your own virus checking procedures.
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THE HOME BUILDERS FEDERATION

HBF

HOME BUILDERS FEDERATION

Richmondshire District Council

Swale House,

Frenchgate,

Richmond,

DL10 4JE Date: 27" September 2013
LocalPlan@richmondshire.co.uk

Dear Sir / Madam,

Richmondshire Local Plan Core Strategy: Development
Target Review

The HBF is the principal representative body of the housebuilding industry in
England and Wales and our representations reflect the views of our
membership of multinational PLCs, through regional developers to small, local
builders. Our members account for over 80% of all new housing built in England
and Wales in any one year including a large proportion of the new affordable
housing stock.

The HBF would like to attend the examination in public to debate these
matters further.

In response to the questions posed the HBF wishes to submit the following
comments.

1. Do you agree with the Council’s reassessment of its development
target?

The HBF does not support a reduction in the housing requirement based upon
the 2011 interim housing projections as this would be unsound. It would not be
positively prepared or meet the objectively assessed need for housing contrary
to the NPPF.

Spatial Principle SP4: Scale and Distribution of Housing identifies a housing
requirement of 180 dwellings per annum, implementation of a lower
requirement of 80 dwellings per annum, based upon the 2011 interim housing
projections, would be contrary to the government’s aim to ‘boost significantly’
the supply of housing.

It is the opinion of the HBF that the 2011 interim household projections should
not be accorded significant weight during the examination. The projections only
provide a 10 year timespan to 2021 and do not have the benefit of a full data

1
Home Builders Federation
The Styes Cottage, Styes Lane, Sowerby, Sowerby Bridge, HX6 1NF
T: 07972774229 E: matthew.good@hbf.co.uk www.hbf.co.uk





set upon which to draw conclusions. The data is a hybrid dataset being based
partially on the 2011 census and partially upon previous projections. This is due
to a lack of certain datasets from the 2011 census at the time of production for
example, household representative rates by age and marital status. In addition
given the fact that much of the data was derived during a period of recession it
is likely that it under-estimates actual demand. It is therefore considered that
the 2011 interim projections are a reflection of a failing housing market and do
not represent an accurate picture of what is needed in the future. They project
forward what has happened since 2008, during the recession, a period
characterised by:

e A huge undersupply of new homes;

e Increased overcrowding;

e Asking prices remaining out of reach for first time buyers; and
¢ Restricted mortgage finance, putting the brakes on the market.

In effect, they lay bare the problems created by building too few houses.

The issues with the 2011 interim projections are succinctly explained by the
Inspector of the Lichfield Local Plan who in his initial concerns noted;

‘over the longer term household representation rates have been rising
and the fall in these rates identified in the 2011 projection is likely to have
been driven by short term factors such as the impact of the recession,
constraints on housing supply and constraints on mortgage lending. It is
reasonable, therefore, to assume that beyond 2021 (the end of the
period covered by the 2011 projection) household representation rates
will resume their long term rise’ (paragraph 24).

Furthermore, any set of projections only provide a starting point for
consideration of what the objective housing needs of the district may be. An
objective assessment cannot rely on projections alone. Projections provide a
very useful starting point or benchmark, but any objective assessment will also
need to take into account other local data relating to housing need and demand
such as affordability, the size of the housing waiting list, overcrowding,
concealed households, homelessness, the need for accommodation for the
elderly, students, etc. This is why the NPPF in paragraph 159 requires that the
objective assessment of housing need is to be conducted through a SHMA.
Projections alone cannot fully reflect accurately the underlying need for housing
in any one district. Projections reflect past trends. So if a local authority has
operated planning policies that sought to constrain development (for whatever
reason), then this will be reflected in the future trends (e.g. through suppressed
household formation). One might argue that an assessment of local needs
provides a useful barometer of how effective previous local plans were at
assessing the likely scale of need. If the SHMA provides evidence of a large
local need and shows problems of affordability, then this suggests that previous
plans have proved faulty in the accuracy of their assessments of the scale of
the need. Problems of affordability and overcrowding, documented by the
SHMA, provide the evidence that proves that previous plans had under-
Home Builders Federation ’
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estimated the scale of the problem, or else the authorities concerned were
unrealistic in terms of the planning strategies that they devised to address these
problems (e.g. assuming that if supply is restricted households would move
elsewhere). The SHMA should carry significant weight.

The 2011 SHMA (TEOOQ7) identified an annual shortfall of 260 affordable
dwellings per annum over 5 years. This HBF argues that the need for affordable
housing alone identifies that the proposed housing requirement of 180
dwellings per annum is too low. Further reducing the figure based upon the
2011 interim household projections would have serious implications in terms of
affordability across Richmond. Basing the housing requirement upon the 2011
interim household projections would have serious implications for the delivery
of affordable housing within Richmond.

Recommendation

For the above reasons it is not considered appropriate to base a plan on an
incomplete dataset which is borne from recession. Rather the plan should be
seeking to be aspirational with regards to growth. In this regard it is considered
that the proposed plan target of 180 dwellings per annum is in itself too low.

2. Do you agree that the revocation of the Regional Spatial Strategy has
little impact on the Council’s development targets?

The NPPF is clear that the housing requirement included in the plan should be
based upon its full objectively assessed need for both market and affordable
housing (para 47). It is this, rather than the now revoked RSS, which should be
the primary driver for the Council’s housing targets.

| trust the foregoing comments will be given due consideration through the
examination process.

Yours sincerely,

Matthew Good

Planning Manager — Local Plans
Email: matthew.good@hbf.co.uk
Tel: 07972774229

Home Builders Federation
The Styes Cottage, Styes Lane, Sowerby, Sowerby Bridge, HX6 1NF
T: 07972774229 E: matthew.good@hbf.co.uk www.hbf.co.uk
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North

Yorkshire County Council
Business and Environmental Services

Your ref:

Our ref:
Tel: 01609 532428

Contact: Rachel Wigginton E-mail: rachel.wigginton@northyorks.gov.uk
Web: www.northyorks.gov.uk

25 September 2013
Dear Mr Hiles
RICHMONDSHIRE LOCAL PLAN CORE STRATEGY - DEVELOPMENT TARGET REVIEW

Thank you for consulting North Yorkshire County Council on the above document.

We consider that the document provides a very thorough analysis of the data that is available. It
seems to be a comprehensive and robust document that provides a sound and technical
understanding of the issues. | can therefore confirm that the County Council has no objections to

the approach you are proposing.

| should also like to add the following more specific comments from our services areas:

e Extra Care has identified a need for Extra Care Housing within the County Council’s model
and are aiming to fulfil that need via their procurement programme. However, where there
are large housing developments planned, they would appreciate the District/Borough
Council considering whether requesting the developer to make a site available for the

County’s procured partner to deliver is a possibility.

e Children’s and Young Peoples Service has noted the uncertainty over the MOD changes

which are likely to create some volatility in terms of pupil place planning in the short term.
| am happy to discuss any issues with you.

Yours sincerely

Rachel Wigginton

Senior Policy Officer
A responsive County Council providing excellent and efficient local services
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DISTRICT COUNCIL

Richmondshire District Council

Development Target Review
Consultation Responses

October 2013
Ref Respondent Name/Organisation Agent
DTRO1 Bainbridge Parish Council
DTR02 | Bellerby Parish Council
DTR03 | Carperby Parish Council
DTR04 | Mr P Clarke
DTR05 | Coal Authority
DTR06 | CPRE (Swaledale)
DTRO07 | Darlington Borough Council
DTR08 | Mr T. Milbank & Mr M. Tennant England & Lyle Ltd
DTRO09 | Mr A. Spier & Mr R. Congreve England & Lyle Ltd
DTR10 | Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd England & Lyle Ltd
DTR11 English Heritage
DTR12 | East & West Layton and Carkin Parish Meeting
DTR13 | Mr R Orchard George F. White
DTR14 | Gladman
DTR15 | Hambleton District Council
DTR16 | Mulberry Homes (Yorkshire) Ltd ID Planning
DTR17 | Pallett Hill Sand & Gravel Co Ltd Davis Planning Partnership
DTR18 | Leyburn Town Council
DTR19 | Natural England
DTR20 | Richmond & District Civic Society
DTR21 | Jane Ritchie
DTR22 | Mrs L & Mr A Sherwood
DTR23 | Durham County Council
DTR24 | Home Builders Federation Ltd
DTR25 | Mr & Mrs Bernard Borman (Part2, 3 & 4 of 4)

DTR26

NYCC






