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

Please read the quidance notes before completing this form

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

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

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

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

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

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

Part A — Personal details

Your Details Agent’s Details
Title Mr Mr
First name Simon Richard
Last name Jones Edwards
Job title (if Asset Manager Planning Consultant
applicable)

Work/organisation
(if applicable)

Highways Agency

Halcrow Group Ltd

Address Network Strategy (YH) Halcrow Group Ltd
3rd Floor Tees Wing Arndale House
Lateral Otley Road
8 City Walk Headingley
Leeds

Postcode LS11 9AT LS6 2UL

Telephone No.

0113 283 6486

0113 220 8175

Email address

Simon.Jones@highways.gsi.gov.uk

Richard.Edwards@ch2m.com




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

mailto:localplan@richmondshire.gov.uk

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

mailto:Simon.Jones@highways.gsi.gov.uk
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Part B - Your representation

Please use a separate sheet for each representation.

Name/Organisation Highways Agency

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

Policy number (e.g. SP2, CRSS or CP8) Core Policy CP14: Providing and Delivering
Infrastructure

Page/paragraph number(s)

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

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

(a) Legally Yes X No Don’t

compliant Know

(b) Sound Yes No Don't X
Know

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

Q5.

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

(a) Justified X

(b) Effective X

(c) Consistent with national policy

(d) Positively prepared

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

The Agency currently considers that there is insufficient evidence to support the
strategy’s development proposals in relation to the identification of the level of impact
on the Strategic Road Network and the junctions immediately surrounding them.
Without the full consideration of such impacts the Agency is concerned that the
infrastructure improvements proposed in the strategy may not be sufficient to deliver
the scale of growth identified resulting in a detrimental impact on the safety and
efficiency of the Strategic Road Network. Therefore, without this evidence the Agency
currently considers that strategy to be unsound on the basis that the infrastructure
requirements in relation to the SRN are not currently fully justified and ultimately may
not be effective.

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

The Agency is currently in the process of completing a gravity model which will
determine the level of impact on the Strategic Road Network and the junctions
immediately surrounding them. It is considered that this is an important piece of
evidence which can be used to underpin the strategy’s development and infrastructure
proposals and will be used to test the impact of development on the networks slip
roads and junctions. This information can then be used to determine whether
improvements are likely to be required and to what extent.

The delivery of such improvements could prove integral to the delivery and soundness
of the strategy’s development proposals and infrastructure requirements. Potentially,
should improvements be necessary which could be considered to be undeliverable as
a result of costs / funding then this could also have implications for the viability of
development sites, which could be arisk to the soundness of the strategy as a whole.

However, it is considered that the issues raised in this representation should be able to
be satisfactorily resolved prior to the EiP hearing sessions. The Agency is due to
complete the model shortly and therefore, provided appropriate solutions can be
agreed, the Agency will be able to withdraw this representation.

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

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

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

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

Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination X

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

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

The Highways Agency will be attending the Examination to assist the Inspector in their
decisions process, whilst it has raised concerns as of today that the evidence base is
not complete, it is however confident that at the time of the EiP that matters
outstanding will be resolved in regards to the SRN in the area.

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

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

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

Signature: Simon Jones

Date: 14 September 2012
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Our ref: Highways Agency
Your ref: Network Strategy (YH)
3rd Floor Tees Wing
Richmondshire District Council Lateral
Swale House 8 City Walk
Frenchgate Leeds LS11 9AT
Richmond
North Yorkshire http://lwww.highways.gov.uk
DL10 4JE
For the attention of: John Hiles 14 September 2012

Dear Mr Hiles

RICHMONDSHIRE LOCAL DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK — CORE STRATEGY
PROPOSED SUBMISSION DOCUMENT, AUGUST 2012

The Highways Agency (the Agency) welcomes the opportunity to provide comments
on the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document. The Agency has undertaken
a review of the document in accordance with its responsibilities and aims and this
letter provides a summary of the Agency’s response in the attached representations.

The Agency is generally supportive of many of the elements of the Core Strategy
including the vision, objectives and the majority of the proposed policies. In particular,
the Agency is generally supportive of the provisions of the policies regarding strategic
transport and improving connectivity and welcomes the reference to continuing to
working in partnership with the Agency. However, the Agency does have a number of
concerns, most of which have already been raised during previous stages of
consultation.

The Agency has therefore deemed it necessary to submit a representation in
response to Core Policy CP14: Providing and Delivering Infrastructure. However, it is
the Agency’s expectation that the issues raised in this representation should be able
to be satisfactorily resolved through further co-operative work prior to the EiP hearing
sessions. Should appropriate solutions be agreed prior to the commencement of the
EiP then the Agency will be able to withdraw this representation.

Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document Comments

The Agency has the following comments to make on the Core Strategy. Where it is
considered that a significant issue is still present and has not been addressed, which
could have implications for the soundness of the document, reference to the
corresponding representation is provided.

The SRN in Richmondshire consists of A1 and A66. With regards to the Al upgrade
from Leeming Bar to Barton, this has been cancelled which could have an impact on
accessibility. The Agency welcomes that this has been correctly acknowledged in
paras 2.17 and 2.18.





0340

In principle, the Agency can generally be supportive of the aims of the six Strategic
Objectives (para 3.1.4), however it is the detailed implementation of objectives, which
could be of concern for the Agency, particularly with regards to Catterick Garrison.
However, it is welcomed that a key part of the objective seeks to encourage
improvements in accessibility and improved public transport links to other centres.
With regards to Objective b) which identifies the provision of 180 dwellings per
annum based upon Richmondshire Scrutiny of Population (2012). Given that the aim
of this level of provision is to help address leakage issues and therefore should help
to reduce the need to travel, the Agency can generally be supportive of this provision.

These Strategic Objectives are complimented by Local Objectives. The provisions of
these objectives can generally be supported, particularly with regards to Objective 2
— which seeks to reduce the need to travel and provide safer and easier access to
jobs and key services by sustainable forms of transport, such as public transport,
walking and cycling.

The spatial principles set out in SP1: Sub Areas; SP2: Settlement Hierarchy; SP3:
Rural Sustainability; SP4: Scale and Distribution of Housing Development; and SP5:
Scale and Distribution of Economic Development, set out 3 sub areas which will have
different approaches taken within them. These are Central Richmondshire which
includes Richmond and Catterick Garrison where most of the growth will be
concentrated. Lower Wensleydale which includes Leyburn which will have modest
growth and North Richmondshire which will have limited housing in an attempt to
resist further in-migration and decrease pressures for cross-boundary commuting.
The Agency is generally supportive of locating the majority of development in the
principle centres, such as central Richmondshire, which can generally support higher
levels of development and as identified, are accessible from surrounding areas with
public transport links to other centres.

The distribution of the housing provision of 180 dwelling per year is identified and
proposes that 79% of housing will occur in the Central area and 62% will occur in
Catterick Garrison. In addition to this requirement, provision is also made for 1,440
homes for military service families at Catterick Garrison if required. With regards to
employment land, there is already 25ha in Catterick Garrison, Richmond, Leyburn
and at Scotch Corner with planning permission and some 28,000 square metres of
vacant space and therefore there is already sufficient provision to accommodate the
required need. However, SP5 proposes that major employment sites will be
encouraged in the Colburn area. It is not clear whether this is one of the sites with
planning permission. This has not been assessed and therefore moving sites from
the existing permissions may have a traffic impact on the Al.

The Agency is fully supportive of Policy CP2: Achieving Sustainable Development
which promotes the efficient use of land and infrastructure including developments
with a sustainable and complementary mix of uses and be locating development so
as to minimise the need to travel. In particular the Agency welcomes the provision
that development that would generate a significant adverse traffic impact, without
appropriate mitigation, will not be permitted. The policy also states that convenient
access via foot, cycle and public transport should exist or be provided, where
possible, encouraging the use of these modes of travel for local journeys and
reducing the need to travel by private car and improving the accessibility of services
to all. This is particularly welcomed by the Agency. CP2 also provides support to
transport schemes that lead to improvements in accessibility and seeks to address
the potential for more sustainable means of transport related to the uses and users of

2
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the development, including through the preparation of travel plans. Again, this is
supported be the Agency.

Policy CP4: Supporting Sites for Development also requires developments to be
accessible and well related to existing facilities. The Agency is supportive of the
policy provisions which seeks to prevent significant adverse impact on amenity or
highway safety and requires infrastructure to be within capacity or that the necessary
additional infrastructure can be provided. Policy CP8: Achieving Rural Sustainability
also includes provisions for improvements of public transport services, whilst criteria
m) of Policy CP7: Promoting a Sustainable Economy provides support for
infrastructure necessary to support economic development, including transport
investment.

The Agency welcomes the provisions of Policy CP14: Delivering Infrastructure and
the linkage made to the supporting Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP). As stated in
para 4.14.4, the IDP identifies the key strategic infrastructure which will be required
within Richmondshire in order to deliver the specified level of development for the
plan period up to 2028. The Agency has not been able to obtain a copy of the IDP
but it is assumed that the schemes set out in the IDP correlate with those identified in
Table 6: Local Plan Infrastructure Delivery Plan Projects. The following comments
are provided in relation to Chapter 5 regarding the implementation and delivery of
infrastructure.

Para 5.12 states that the Agency has not previously raised specific existing capacity
issues affecting the A1 and A66 in the plan area, but did raise general concerns
about the potential impact of the scale of development on the SRN including
development around Scotch Corner. However, it is worth noting that Scotch Corner is
at capacity and in terms of the Agency’s general concern regarding impact, it has not
been provided with any modelling of the impact on the SRN. The Catterick Garrison
Strategic Transport Assessment (CGSTA) only extends are far as Scorton Cross
Roads towards the northern junction and Catterick Bridge towards the southern
junction. Notwithstanding this, discussions are on going between the Council and the
Agency regarding the impact of the strategies development proposals on the
operation of the SRN and as such the Agency welcomes the reference to these
further discussions being undertaken to identify how impacts could be mitigated and
addressed through development and developer contributions to local highway
improvements.

As part of this continued work the HA are developing a gravity model based upon
journey to work information contained within the 2001 census. This will help
determine the level of impact on the SRN and the junctions immediately surrounding
them. This will be used to test the impact on the slip roads and junctions to determine
whether junction improvements are likely to be required.

If junction mitigation is required as a result of the proposed allocations it is thought
initially that a highway solution should be achievable. It is necessary to consider
which developments should contribute to any mitigation measures. If it is left to the
application stage it may be that by bringing forward individual applications then none
of the sites, or possibly only one or two sites, would materially impact on the A1 and
the immediate junctions with the slip roads. If this were to be the case either the
mitigation measures would never come forward, or could be attributable to a single
development which could make that development unviable.
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The traffic impact is a cumulative effect from several developments and therefore
Richmondshire District Council will need to act as 'Ringmaster' in collecting the
contributions from several of the allocated sites based upon the relative impacts of
each development. This will allow money to be collected as developments come
forward and the improvement implemented as soon as is required.

Should the impact assessment show that improvements are required to the slip roads
then this would be more costly and potentially require third party land and could
affect the viability of the proposed sites. It is considered that this risk should also
have been identified in Para 5.25.

Para 5.26/7 identifies the use of CIL to deliver necessary infrastructure, however it
needs to be clarified that the money will be available when it is required.

Table 6 identifies the A1 upgrade even though it has been cancelled. Whilst, this may
be important to the economic well being of Richmondshire, given that it is not
currently required to deliver the strategy’s development, it is considered that its
removal may provide greater clarity and could be reintroduced in the future should it
once again become a viable scheme.

Representations

Given that the Agency are in the process of completing a gravity model to assist with
determining the level of impact on the SRN and the junctions immediately
surrounding them, it is considered that this is an important piece of evidence which
will be used to test the impact on the slip roads and junctions to determine whether
junction improvements are likely to be required. The delivery of such improvements
could prove integral to the delivery and soundness of the strategy’s development
proposals and could have implications for the viability of some of the proposals.
Without this evidence the Agency currently considers that strategy to be unsound on
the basis that the infrastructure requirements in relation to the SRN are not currently
fully justified. Therefore, a representation has been provided in relation to Core Policy
CP14: Providing and Delivering Infrastructure. However, as stated above, it is
considered that the issues raised in this representation should be able to be
satisfactorily resolved prior to the EiP hearing sessions. Therefore, once appropriate
solutions have been agreed then the Agency will be able to withdraw this
representation.

| trust this response will be helpful. If, however, you require any further information,
please do not hesitate to contact me. | look forward to receiving confirmation that our
comments have been received in due course.

Yours sincerely

Simon Jones

Asset Manager

Yorkshire and Humber

Email: simon.jones@highways.gsi.gov.uk




mailto:simon.jones@highways.gsi.gov.uk
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Richmondshire District Council
Local Plan Core Slrategy
Proposed Submission
August 2012

Representations Form

This form comprises two parts:
Partl A - Forsonal datalls
Part B - Your represantation{s)

Eoth Part & and Fart B of this farm need io be completed In arder for your reprasantation(s) to be valld, Please
complete a separate sheot (Part B) for sach representation you wish to maks, Furthar copies of this form can b
downloaded from www.richmondshire.gov.uk/localplan.aspx

You do not need to fill out Part & for each reprasantation, provided that all representations made are sacurely
attached,

Your completed form must bo returmad to the following address (o reach us na latar than
dpm on Friday 14 September 20132:

Flanning Pollcy
Richmaondshirs Digtrict Council
Swakt House

Frenchgate

Richmond

DLI0 &E

Altarnativaly, you can email localplan@richmondshire.goviuk and submit this form as an attachment.
Please note, all rapresentations will be made availabla for public inspection on our wabsite

www richmondshire.gov.ukilocalplan.aspx with personal detalls (l.e. email address, telephone number and
signatura) removad.

PART A - Personal details |
YOUR DETAILS AGENT'S DETAILS

e | Cll,
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Last name l [5“-1" H-L.J" |
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iﬂgppﬂgﬂﬂ = —‘ . — . |
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1'@_'\!‘3‘»*"""“

Posteads | DL-F  $ A ] |

Telephong no |

Email address | Cllv -5 Mgy E«‘Lﬁ-q-...‘h._,Lm, I
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PARAT B - Your representation(s)
Please use a separate form tor each reprasentation

Name/Organisation: ~\ewr B~ ‘

Q1 To which pan of the Core Stratagy Proposed Submission Document does this representation relale?
{Spatial Principle, Sub Area Strateqy or Core Palicy)

Policy numbar (e.q. SP2, CRSS or CPE) | C_‘ P (: l
Pageparagraphnumbers) | | &6—£& 71 yp o L. L. || ]

Please Nate: Your represantation should cover suceinetly all the informotion, evidence and supporting
informatien necessary 1o fully supportustify tha representation and the suggested change, as lhere will nol

nurmully ho n subwqumt nppununity to nmim funher mpresnnhtlnn: Mﬂﬂ.ﬂﬂhﬂﬂhﬂhﬂ.‘ﬂﬁ_

02 Da you consldar the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document Is .7

Yes e Dant know
(a) Legally compliant Il X d
(b} Sound il X O

If you answered "Na' ta (a) or (b) above, please continuae to Q3, otherwise continue to Q5

Q3 Do you consider tha Core Strategy unsound because it is NOT...? (please refer o guidance noles)
|7 dustified
el
[ ] Eftective
@ Cansistont with naltianal policy

(%] Postively prepared

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

L,bw{/f

EK’O—' %ﬂv el/ (\ |

continue on a separate sheat ffnl;lmrr
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Q 3, continuation:
Please give details of why you consider the core strategy proposed submission document
is not legally compliant or is unsound.

I have fully supported the LDF process and, until September 2011, had no concerns about
its soundness. | have since felt increasing disquiet, and welcome the opportunity to
explain.

e There have been huge changes to CP6 introduced by the back door since Sept
2011, and with out proper scrutiny. The effect is to make a policy that is
unjustified, ineffective, inconsistent with national policy, and negatively
prepared with a partisan approach to facts and figures.

e The LDF document is about planning and site allocations, not about taxation.
It is unsound and open to legal challenge to use the LDF process as a method
of taxation. To conflate the debate on affordable site allocations, with a cash
payment with no link to further affordable sites being identified is pure
sophistry. And to hide the two different objectives as a single policy shows a
lack of willingness to be open and transparent with the community.

e The contradictory use of figures in the New CP6 leaves the document easily
challenged. Further contradictions appear where the 2 most rural areas in
Richmondshire are picked for the new Development Tax. This contradicts the
aims of CP8 Achieving Rural Sustainability, and CP7 Promoting a
Sustainable Economy, and CP5 Achieving a housing mix.

See below for a detailed analysis of where there is evidence of lack of public
engagement, and misuse and contradictory use of figures. At present it is wide open to
legal challenge.

Lack of meaningful consultation. Consultation with the public on the huge changes in
the Autumn 2011 to CP6 (affordable housing) have all but been non existent. All prior
consultation drafts on affordable housing policy, prior to the final document, were based
on lowering the threshold of site provision of 40% to 4 dwellings (eg 1. Preferred
Strategy June 2010, 2. Local development frame work core strategy, Feb 2011. John
Hyles will provide these).

All responses were based on the old 2008 policy. The new policy change was not
informed by 5 years of public responses or requests by councillors. All public
consultations with feed back were completed before officers pushed through the new idea
of a cash levy of 40% of the value of an affordable home on single houses at an LDF
group in the autumn of 2011.

Since then there has been no proper public engagement. The last minute policy change is
therefore unsound. Even the changes in the final consultation were not identified to the
public when the final draft went out. Hidden on p66 of the 114 page appendix to an
agenda item stated merely as Item 9, “SB26”. (see council agenda 24" July 2012) So no
members of the public could have identified an important debate was coming up. Only an
eagled eyed reader who compared the old draft with the new, line for line, might have
noticed the change. The public do not know about (except by my own press release in
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the local paper), and have not had a chance to consider the major policy change in detail.
This shows a lack of trust for public opinion.

Officers did not give members the information they needed to inform their decision.
The negative, and unsound use of evidence in the last minute change to the LDF, rushed
in with out proper scrutiny or proper consultation leaves the document open to challenge

1. Economic evidence lacking. The evidence of the economic effects of a tax levy
was faulty as it only looked at the economic viability based on resale value (eg Annex
3, LDF meeting, 23" February 2012). No study of the economic impact, or the
impact on house building in the 2 rural areas affected was undertaken despite CP7
(promoting a sustainable economy) and CP8 ( achieving Rural sustainability), and
CP5 (Providing a housing mix).

The building trade is the largest form of private employment in the area after working
in the public sector (local government and for the army). Only larger scale
developers have been consulted. There is no evidence of consultation with the small
village builders who develop single house sites, nor with self builders. Village
builders who build single village houses were not asked if the build costs were
realistic in a rural area, nor asked what the economic effects on them of a 40% tax
would be. No local trades people, or building suppliers were questioned. No estate
agent or land agent was asked what introducing a tax on single new builds might
mean to local sales, or the development of the private rental market. The claim “there
IS no evidence” was based on the fact that no evidence was looked for.

There is no economies of scale undertaken. Such faulty reasoning makes the
document unsound and subject to legal challenge

2. Differing and contradictory costs used to justify the new CP6. The viability
study of February 23" (see annex 3,) justifies its results using arbitary and prejudiced
figures. These keep changing over time depending what argument is being made.
Even worse, one of the two sets of figures in circulation came out duing the final
consultation process. (see annex 3, Feb 2011, and slides for the workshop, April 17
page 6 for one set of figures. Compare these to the letter sent 28" August “letter to
all parishes™). The first were higher tax figure, given to inform the members vote at
full council on the policy. This figure quotes £44,000 as the tax levy. It is used to
justification why only the 2 rural areas should have to pay a single house
development tax, as the other areas cannot afford it.

The second set of figures tries to show that the tax isn’t that high any way. On
August 28" a letter was sent out quoting £10 to 20,000.

If the second figure was used it would remove the justification for choosing just the
high value rural areas to pay the tax.

This would make CP6 subject to challenge as the reasoned evidence for only the rural
areas to have the tax, longer adds up. Either Members were misled before their vote
in July, or the public are being misled now in the final consultation. Which is it?
Making policy on the hoof with out public consultation and in the middle of a
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Consultation process is unsound practice, and changes the logic and reasoning
previously given to justify the new CP6.

Unsound logic used to hide a new tax as an old policy on site allocations

Further weakness which leaves the policy unsound is in the conflation of the old
policy objective of 40% of site allocation with in builds down to 4 houses, with a
new objective of a tax on single builds. They are different elements, and serve
different aims. One is about the need for more sites, the other is about raising tax for a
social need. Just because the same percentage appears. It does not make it the same

policy.

The arbitrary nature of 40%

Nor does it mean that just because the same figure of 40% is used that the economic
calculations behind the 2 different objects are the same. One set of developers are
paying out of their profits to allow 40% of units built to be given to social landlords
(or less, with negotiation). The others, the home builders, are paying a tax, not based
on the profitability or other wise of their build, but on a new cash figure determined
by the average cost of an affordable home.

The discrepancy is the land value is excluded in the 40% of a site for affordable
homes, but included in the value of an social home when 40% is then chosen as a
figure to charge new single home builders (see para 2.4 in appendix 3, 23" February).
Why should land values come and go according to different valuations? The figure is
arbitrary and is merely a way to calculate a new tax. The officers could just of easily
chosen 20% or 60% of the value of an affordable home? The change is introducing a
totally new policy of taxation, not just widening an existing policy

The unsoundness of this last minute change to CP6 is clear. To conflate a tax levy to
pay for a social need with site identification to provide infrastructure projects
including social homes is to misuse the LDF planning process. This makes the
document unsound, and possibly illegal and open to challenge.

Use of partial evidence: Councillors were left waiting after the 29" September 2011
for information on how the only 3 other councils quoted as having a single threshold
had managed (S.Hams, New Forest and Cheshire). The rates of payment at the other
councils were never mentioned, and no examples in action were given, despite
requests. If officers had made a simple phone call councillors would have been given
such evidence as the cost paid on average for a tax on a typical single builds of
100sgm in the New Forest was around 10k. This is far from the proposed £44k
suggested by officers in RDC, which is the highest development tax on family homes
in the country. Why did they not let members know this, and give other examples of
how such a tax was used.

National debates ignored.
Other evidence also did not come forward despite being easily available. Evidence on
national changes were not given. EG. York City council has voted to remove its 40%
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target as it was failing to deliver any housing. 40% of nothing is nothing. Harrogate
voted to reject the new cash tax on single builds, as punishing the wrong people, single
home owners, and forcing a minority to pay for a social need that all should contribute to
(see debates of Harrogate Council over the summer).

Other easy to find facts were hidden. The tax level of 40% of the cost of an affordable
home is one of the highest levels of development tax on average family homes in the
country. At no time did the officers explain why RDC needed the highest tax level, or
how this would encourage the building of family homes in the rural areas which needed
them (see below ref CP5).

The negative preparation of CP6 can further be seen in the way figures have been
manipulated or ignored altogether. All evidence in CP6 is for the affordable housing need
only, based on the SHMA. Only SHMA statistics are used for CP6. Other statistics are
ignored. The facts contradict the offices claim that Richmondshire had a problem with
reaching its affordable housing targets of 40% of all build. RDC is already hitting this
target. This was not explained to the public or to members. The large majority of house
building taking place in RDC is Affordable homes based on grants. There is no shortage
of affordable homes being built, and RDC is on target for this type of home. In the past 2
years affordable house builds have far outstripped private builds. In this year (2012/13)
there will be 100 new affordable housing units, but a mere 20 private housing units. (see
for instance Council performance report 2012/13, quarter 1, appendix 4)

Serious levels of contradiction leave the policy open to challenge. No consideration of
CP5 (Providing a housing mix) has been undertaken to get a balance. In developing CP5,
The highly rural Lower Wensleydale was identified having a shortage of family homes in
the housing assessment undertaken for the LDF. CP6 chooses to explicitly tax this type
of new home in its area. One policy directly contradicts the other. This is unsound and
could lead to challenge by developers. This was never pointed out to members

It could be argued that the evidence actually shows that since the introduction of 40% on
large developments in 2008, private housing has almost ground to a halt, except single
builds. That is why only single builds are taking place in RDC at present. The evidence
was never given to members, they were told merely about the affordable housing need,
not about the failure to meet CP5s aim of a mix of housing. The failure to deliver private
housing, is a far greater problem for Richmondshire Why was this information hidden

Why widen CP6 further. Officers did not tell the members that the policy of 40% of a
development for affordable homes has so far failed to bring in a single affordable home.
Only one negotiation is complete since its introduction in 2008, and that is for 30%.
There is no evidence that 40% of a site for affordable homes works even in its original
state. As I have said earlier 40% of nothing is nothing. This was ignored by officers.

Why did none of this evidence, easily found in the council’s own figures, come forward
to inform the debate on whether it was a good idea to introduce a new tax to pay for an





0397

affordable housing pot? The partisan use of evidence leaves the policy unsound and
subject to legal challenge.

National debate for the past 2 years has been about the damage done to the ability to
house people in the private sector by the over focus on affordable homes. No officer
reflected any of this to members despite it being widely available and a part of national
debate at exactly the same time they decided to alter CP6 and widen the net to catch more
money from private house builders. The LDF process should not respond in a knee jerk
reaction to every new idea, but neither should it try to shoe horn a change in direction at
the last minute and with disregard to all national discussion. Where all councils in
Yorkshire use the same consultants for affordable housing viability, it should come as no
surprise to have a similarity of approach. A national view is therefore vital to
counterweight any last minute changes.

There was no mention at any time of the Community Infrastructure Levy, and the
possibility of bringing in a tax based on meter sq built of all new building work. Since
this would be a far clearer and more honest way of bringing in taxation clearly and
openly for all to see, , it is odd that officers chose not to give members the choice to let
CP6 stand as it was in September. In September 2011 CP6 was fully consulted and fully
agreed with across by council members with an agreed policy since 2008. Why change
it?

The LDF document is about planning and site allocations, not about taxation. The huge
need for both private and affordable housing has been well evidenced in local statistics
and performance figures. At no point in any of the consultation documents were the
public asked if they supported a cash based levy on single new private homes to pay for
affordable housing. All evidence and debate in the LDF has been of a shortage of sites
not of shortage of money to build affordable housing.

That the cash levy is a tax and not a planning policy can be seen clearly. Not a single new
site will be identified through lowering the threshold down to single sites and demanding
a cash payment. It is impossible for a community where the tax is paid to gain an
affordable house because of the tax levy. There is no link. This is not the case for larger
developments where an affordable house site threshold is negotiated and units guaranteed
on the same location.

I consider this misuse of the planning process is at the core of its unsoundness.





0397

Q4 Please sel oul what chenge(s) you consider necessary [0 make [hy Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Documant legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test you have identified at Q2 where this relates to
soundness. You nead to say why this change will make the Core Sirategy legally compliant or sound. It will be
halptul I;hyrI:u are abia to put forward your suggestad ravisad wording of any policy or text. Plaasa be as pracise
as possible:

continue nnnnpmrssﬂeetﬁnacasmy
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Q4 continuation:
Please set out what changes you consider necessary to make the strategy legally
compliant or sound.

A. The last minute and new changes to CP6 have not followed legal process, have not
been evidenced fairly and clearly, and make the document unsound and open to legal
challenge. Until the changes were pushed through I fully supported the integrity of
RDC’s LDF.

The quickest solution is for CP6 needs to revert back to its September 2011 intention of
lowering the thresholds for affordable housing to every 4 houses built. From 4.6.12 there
should be no changes to CP6 (policy on exception sites) which should stay the same, as
fully consulted on with a wide range of support.

B If the inspector considers CP6 might be viable, the planning document would need
further time to make it sound and several issues discussed previously re examined. For
the current new changes to be considered lawful there needs to be a far wider
consultation and honest use of the evidence.

Changing the evidence, as has been done in the August 28" letter, half way through the
final consultation shows a lack of honesty in dealing with the public.

There needs to be a clear evidence of a failure to deliver affordable sites to show why
there is a need to change the September 2011 version supported by public consultation.
This does not exist.

Officers need to show more evidence for support for a tax on single homes in the rural
areas from the public. They need to show that people think it will deliver more affordable
homes with out harming delivery of private ones. There is no such evidence at present as
no meaningful public consultation has been undertaken.

The reasoning behind why only the rural areas should pay needs to re examined due to
the contradiction in figures. The discrepancy in information and facts coming out to
both members and the public needs to be explained. (see again the difference between the
28™ August communications, and the 23" February evidence to members)

To penalise private housing at a time of enormous short fall and with no evidence of
failing to meet existing social targets, and using selective evidence only, makes the
document unjust, ineffective, inconsistent with national policy and negatively prepared.
Forcing such a huge change at the end of a long process smacks of a negative approach to
open government. At present it is widely open to challenge on a number of points.

By removing the new changes to CP6, the risk would be removed. Otherwise the
document needs to go back and re consult and clear up the discrepancys which are so
glaring at present.
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Q5 i you wish to suppaort the legal compliance or soundness of the Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Document, please use the space below o sel out your comments:

confinue on a separalte sheel if necessary

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

[ | o, 1 do ot wish to participate at the oral examination
!i'r?%'s: I wish to participate at the oral examination

It you have selectad 'Ne', your reprasentation(s) will still ba conslderaed by the independent Planning Inspactor by
way of written representations.

If you wish to particlpate at the oral part of the examinatlon, please cutline why you considar this to be
nacasEary:

\ ot Conm ncp \ad~ on
Cotusion. ot Pe E‘Lmtlzn.m quibl

I you wish 10 be notilied of future stages ¢ plan proparation, please lick the appropriste box(es) below!
[ ~+slbmission for Examination
[“Hrspectors Aeport Fublication
| | adopton
Please nolity me by:
[ Post
= mall

Plzago Noto: The inspoctor will dotermine the most appropriate procedure to adopl to hear those who have
indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination,

Date: | I_i_,,fj{,'l- L L.

Signature: L

= [
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Calculating the cost of the affordable home.

24 Taking an average build cost of £800 /m* (the figure excludes conversions
which generally prove more costly than new-build) and a maximum gross
external floor area of 100 m?, the cost of constructing an affordable dwelling
to Code 3 Sustainable Homes and HCA (Homes and Communities Agency)
Standards is say £90,000. The AHVS also cites land values to be up to
£650,000 per hectare, which at 30 dwellings per hectare equates to a plot
value of approximately £22,000. Therefore the total development cost of an
affordable home is approximately £112,000. It is this total development cost
which is presented with the 30/40% multiplier to calculate the affordable
housing contribution.

Local variations

2.5  There are other geographical variations to the calculation. Sale prices of
dwellings show substantial differences: those in the Garrison Area are
considerably lower than those in the remainder of the Central Area, Lower
Wensleydale and North Richmondshire. Variations in build costs have been

| standardised for this calculation as the actual differences are slight as

evidenced by the Building Costs Information Service (BCIS). The three O \

examples below show how these differences across the Plan area affect

development. L\ %,\ UJMT?‘
SN

———

Lower Wensleydale (Constable Burton)

Sale price of a new-build three-bedroom house £229,000 | s
Construction cost (excl land) (100m2 x £900) £90,000 i
Affordable housing contribution@ 40% of the cost of £44 800 & Z 'ﬂ‘ l;
provision (0.4 x £112,000) _ _@
Residual site value £94,200

North Richmondshire (Melsonby)

Sale price of a new-build three-bedroom house £212,000
| Construction cost (excl land) (100m2 x 900) £90,000 |
Affordable housing contribution@ 30% of the cost of £33,600

provision (0.3 x £112,000)
Residual site value £88,400

Central Area (Catterick Garrison)

[ Sale price of a new-build three-bedroom house £140,000
Construction cost (excl land) (100m2 x 900) £90,000
Affordable housing contribution@ 40% of the cost of £44 800
provision (0.4 x £112,000)

Residual site value £5,200

Other Contributions
2.6 The worked examples do not include scope for other contributions. The main
elements of these could be the provision of school places and transport
improvements, where need is identified. They have not been included in the
% (}JL. basic calculation because need varies across the district. Current estimates l aL
m\m

e \ouyer -y , ARA S
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Ok SEE RICHMONDSHIRE

DISTRICT COUNCTIL

28 August 2012

LETTER TO ALL PARISH COUNCILS Please ask for Mark Robson

Tel: 01748 829100 extension 7021
E-mail: mark.robson@richmondshire.gov.uk

Dear Sir/Madam

Re: Response to Questions about Local Plan Core Strategy
Core Policy CP6 Affordable Housing

The new Local Plan Core Strategy is designed to stimulate growth in Richmondshire,
outside of the National Park, to the benefit of local communities and has been drafted in
compliance with the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). It is an integrated
package of measures that need to be read as a whole, alongside all of its supporting
evidence to fully understand how it does enable development. Looking at a policy like
CP6 in isolation can lead to a misunderstanding of its purpose and value.

There are over 260 people each year who can't afford to either rent or buy in the market
(NYSHMA 2011). The Council has made it a priority to address this inequality and
ensure every resident has the opportunity to live in a decent home. Long term
measures infroduced in the Core Strategy, including CP4 and CP6, provide the tools to
achieve this outcome.

Planning consent is not a right. Part of its purpose is to ensure the right type of
development in the right place at the right time. It is the Council's grant of planning
permission which gives land a value and without it a freeholder merely has a field, a
barn or other land or buildings and not a building plot.

Planning obligations assist in providing sympathetic development, which gives
something back to the local communities, including homes for those who can't afford
one because of the rapid rise in land and house prices that has excluded them from the
market.

Core Policy CP6 merely asks that unrestricted market developments provide something
in return to local communities, where financially viable. The resources collected could
help the Council achieve its priority of providing the opportunity for local people to stay
in the area along with associated social and economic benefits including additional work
for local building companies.

Swale House, Frenchgate, Richmond
North Yorkshire DL10 4JE

Tel: 01748 829100
ricmondshire.gov.uk

Working for a better future
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In addition, those wishing to help themselves resolve a local affordabie housing need
may, in fact, be supported in doing so through the use of some of these contributions.
This is based on the long-established powers the Council has to seek planning
obligations

Calculating the Contribution

Lega! precedent requires that any contributions may only be collected where it is
financially viable to do so and this principle is alsc ceniral to the National Planning
Policy Framework. in the Core Strategy, the proposed policy is simply worded that all
development should contribute where this is financially viable. The detail of the policy
will be developed in a Supplementary Planning Document (SPD), which will set any
charging scheme and detail necessary exceptions to contributions.

The assessment of financial viability starts from the residual method to calcuilate the
price that can be paid for a piece of land cited in Land Valuation textbooks and used
routinely in development appraisal. The residual value is in effect the value of the
completed home minus what it costs to build {including any planning obligations and
developer profits).

When a developer is required to provide affordabie housing a proportion of houses are
sold to a housing association at a price set by the Council. This ‘transfer price’ is based
on a muttiplier of rental income over a term of years and is in effect what the housing
association can afford to pay while still keeping the dwellings affordable. The impact of
this is that the actual cost of providing an affordable home is its build cost less the
amount paid for it by the housing association.

On smaller sites it is impractical to ask for a proporiicn of homes on site and therefore a
financial contribution will be sought instead. This can be illustrated in a worked example
for a single dwelling, although it should be stressed that the actual development
appraisal calculation is much more complex. The table below provides an example of
how a contribution may be calculated and the numbers used are for guidance only and
do not represent an actual development. Further detail will be presented in the SPD.

in an area where a 40% contribution is sought:

Build cost £120,000
Gross value cf contribution is 40% of buiid cost £48,000
Less

Transfer price paid by Housing association £65,000 | .
40% of transfer cost £26,000
Net developer contribution £22.000

Standard practice in all development appraisals requires this net contribution to be
factored into the total development cost of a scheme. In purely residual terms this
would equate to a reduction in land price of £22,000 or the proposed scheme could be
redesigned to accommodate the extra cost or a combination of both could be used to
spread the burden. In the highest value areas this would see a reduction from £140,000
to £120,000 for a plot. This is not considered excessive when without the Council's
grant of planning permission that land may only have an agricultural value of say,
£5,000 per acre. '
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Exclusions to making contributions

The capacity for contributions to be borne by all development is based on consideration
of developmr_ent for commercial reasons. The need to identify exclusions to this has
been recognised throughout the preparation of Core Policy CP6 and a range of possible
approaches were presented to Local Plan Working Group at its meeting in February
2012 and at the subsequent training session.

Put simply any home that is built for a genuine affordable housing need or as an
agricultural workers dwelling would not attract a contribution unless, at some point in the
future, it is no longer required and the owner makes an application to the Council to
have the planning restriction lifted. This could be achieved through normal planning
conditions, which would seek to retain affordable homes in perpetuity. Deferred
contributions would also be possible for homes not built for immediate resale, perhaps
by self-builders or landowners providing for family members. Under the new, a
‘exceptions’ policy in CP8, if you're in local housing need, the Council could also
consent to a planning application to let you build yourself 2 home on land which would
not normally allowed if the dwelling remains affordable in perpetuity — and the Council
may even subsidise its construction from affordable housing contributions raised
through CP6.

Further information on the expected operation of the proposed policy is iled i
attached FAQs document. & poliey'is detalled in the

If you would like to discuss the proposals please contact:
Mark Robson by telephone on 01748 827021 or John Hiles on 01748 827025

E-mail mark.robson@richmondshire.gov.uk
John.hiles@richmondshire.aov.uk

Yours sincerely

IQV Mark Robson
Housing Delivery & Improvement Team Leader
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Richmondshire District Council
Local Plan Core Strategy
Proposed Submission
August 2012
Representations Form

Please read the quidance notes before completing this form

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

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

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

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

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

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

Part A — Personal details

Your Details Agent’s Details
Title Mr
First name Carl
Last name Bunnage
Job title (if applicable) Team Leader Regional and
Strategic Policy
Work/organisation (if North Yorkshire County Council
applicable)
Address County Hall
Racecourse Lane
Northallerton
North Yorkshire
Postcode DL7 8AH
Telephone No. 01609 532523
Email address Carl.bunnage@northyorks.gov.uk




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

mailto:localplan@richmondshire.gov.uk

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

mailto:Carl.bunnage@northyorks.gov.uk
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Part B - Your representation

Please use a separate sheet for each representation.

Name/Organisation Carl Bunnage / North Yorkshire County
Council

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

Policy number (e.g. SP2, CRSS or CP8) | Spatial Policy 5 ‘Scale and Distribution of
Economic Development'.

Page/paragraph number(s) Pages 25-28

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

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

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

Know

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

Q5.

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

(a) Justified

(b) Effective

(c) Consistent with national policy

(d) Positively prepared

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

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

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

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

Encouraging and supporting economic growth and enterprise throughout the County,
whilst reflecting a high quality local environment, is a priority of North Yorkshire
County Council.

The County Council supports the approach to distributing and employment land
allocations set out in Spatial Policy 5. These seek to consolidate and improve existing
employment locations, strengthen the relationship between homes and workplaces,
and meet the local needs of more rural communities. It is considered that this is a
pragmatic approach which provides for the economic needs of the district and
supports a sustainable pattern of development which makes best use of existing
infrastructure and services.
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(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)
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If your representation is seeking a change to the Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Document, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the

examination?

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

X

Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination

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

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

consider this to be necessary:

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

appropriate box(es) below.

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

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

examination.

Signature: Carl Bunnage

Date: 12 September 2012
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Richmondshire District Council
Local Plan Core Strategy
Proposed Submission
August 2012
Representations Form

Please read the quidance notes before completing this form

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

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

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

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

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

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

Part A — Personal details

Your Details Agent’s Details
Title Mr
First name Carl
Last name Bunnage
Job title (if applicable) Team Leader Regional and
Strategic Policy
Work/organisation (if North Yorkshire County Council
applicable)
Address County Hall
Racecourse Lane
Northallerton
North Yorkshire
Postcode DL7 8AH
Telephone No. 01609 532523
Email address Carl.bunnage@northyorks.gov.uk




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

mailto:localplan@richmondshire.gov.uk

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

mailto:Carl.bunnage@northyorks.gov.uk
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Part B - Your representation

Please use a separate sheet for each representation.

Name/Organisation

Carl Bunnage / North Yorkshire County
Councll

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

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

Chapter 1

Page/paragraph number(s)

Paragraph 1.7, Page 2

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

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

examination.

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

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

Know

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

Q5.

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

guidance notes)

(a) Justified

(b) Effective

(c) Consistent with national policy

(d) Positively prepared

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

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

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

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

Duty to Cooperate

The Localism Act requires local planning authorities to consult and engage with other
councils in the preparation of their local plans.

Joint working arrangements and cooperation have always been an important element
of the development plan process in North Yorkshire and were an integral aspect of
the former Structure Plan process and the development of the Regional Spatial
Strategy.

Richmondshire has been part of this process at both officer and Member level.
In terms of the Plan’s preparation, Richmondshire has involved the County Council

and its service departments throughout the process to ensure that issues have been
fully addressed.
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(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)
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If your representation is seeking a change to the Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Document, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the

examination?

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

X

Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination

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

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

consider this to be necessary:

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

appropriate box(es) below.

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

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

examination.

Signature: Carl Bunnage

Date: 12 September 2012
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Richmondshire District Council
Local Plan Core Strategy
Proposed Submission
August 2012
Representations Form

Please read the quidance notes before completing this form

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

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

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

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

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

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

Part A — Personal details

Your Details Agent’s Details
Title Mr
First name Carl
Last name Bunnage
Job title (if applicable) Team Leader Regional and
Strategic Policy
Work/organisation (if North Yorkshire County Council
applicable)
Address County Hall
Racecourse Lane
Northallerton
North Yorkshire
Postcode DL7 8AH
Telephone No. 01609 532523
Email address Carl.bunnage@northyorks.gov.uk




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

mailto:localplan@richmondshire.gov.uk

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

mailto:Carl.bunnage@northyorks.gov.uk
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Part B - Your representation

Please use a separate sheet for each representation.

Name/Organisation

Carl Bunnage / North Yorkshire County
Councll

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

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

Core Policy 14 ‘providing and Delivering
Infrastructure’.

Page/paragraph number(s)

Page 88

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

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

examination.

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

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

Know

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

Q5.

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

guidance notes)

(a) Justified

(b) Effective

(c) Consistent with national policy

(d) Positively prepared

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

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

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

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

North Yorkshire County Council supports the inclusion of Core Policy CP14. This
provides for new development to contribute to necessary infrastructure and will
provide the basis for the implementation of the Community Infrastructure Levy.

This is appropriate and a necessary requirement to ensure that necessary
infrastructure is available to accommodate new development
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(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)
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If your representation is seeking a change to the Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Document, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the

examination?

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

X

Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination

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

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

consider this to be necessary:

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

appropriate box(es) below.

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

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

examination.

Signature: Carl Bunnage

Date: 12 September 2012
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Richmondshire District Council
Local Plan Core Strategy
Proposed Submission
August 2012
Representations Form

Please read the quidance notes before completing this form

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

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

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

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

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

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

Part A — Personal details

Your Details Agent’s Details
Title Mr
First name Carl
Last name Bunnage
Job title (if applicable) Team Leader Regional and
Strategic Policy
Work/organisation (if North Yorkshire County Council
applicable)
Address County Hall
Racecourse Lane
Northallerton
North Yorkshire
Postcode DL7 8AH
Telephone No. 01609 532523
Email address Carl.bunnage@northyorks.gov.uk




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

mailto:localplan@richmondshire.gov.uk

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

mailto:Carl.bunnage@northyorks.gov.uk
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Part B - Your representation

Please use a separate sheet for each representation.

Name/Organisation Carl Bunnage / North Yorkshire County
Council

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

Policy number (e.g. SP2, CRSS or CP8) Spatial Policies 1, 2 and 3

Page/paragraph number(s) Pages 15 - 22

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

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

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

Know

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

Q5.

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

(a) Justified

(b) Effective

(c) Consistent with national policy

(d) Positively prepared

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

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

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

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

North Yorkshire County Council notes that the Richmondshire Plan proposes to
direct most forms of new development and growth to the more sustainable locations
in the District, particularly to the Principal Towns of Richmond and Catterick Garrison,
the Local Service Centre of Leyburn, and to a much lesser extent to a limited number
of the larger villages. At the same time, it looks to support the local needs of smaller
rural communities and to encourage appropriate rural development that strengthens
the local economy, rural land management and valued landscapes / biodiversity /
heritage sites.

In terms of strategic planning policy this approach is supported. It builds on the
general strategy and approach of both the former North Yorkshire County Structure
Plan and the Regional Spatial Strategy modifying it to reflect changes in
circumstances, including changes in national policy, and the need to address specific
local needs and opportunities. The approach both reflects the area’s needs and
priorities, whilst focusing future development on the more sustainable, larger
settlements which will maximise the use of existing facilities and services

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

examination?

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

X

Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination

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

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

consider this to be necessary:

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

appropriate box(es) below.

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

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

examination.

Signature: Carl Bunnage

Date: 12 September 2012
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Richmondshire District Council
Local Plan Core Strategy
Proposed Submission
August 2012
Representations Form

Please read the quidance notes before completing this form

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

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

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

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

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

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

Part A — Personal details

Your Details Agent’s Details
Title Mr
First name Carl
Last name Bunnage
Job title (if applicable) Team Leader Regional and
Strategic Policy
Work/organisation (if North Yorkshire County Council
applicable)
Address County Hall
Racecourse Lane
Northallerton
North Yorkshire
Postcode DL7 8AH
Telephone No. 01609 532523
Email address Carl.bunnage@northyorks.gov.uk




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

mailto:localplan@richmondshire.gov.uk

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

mailto:Carl.bunnage@northyorks.gov.uk
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Part B - Your representation

Please use a separate sheet for each representation.

Name/Organisation Carl Bunnage / North Yorkshire County
Council

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

Policy number (e.g. SP2, CRSS or CP8) Spatial Policies 1, 2 and 3

Page/paragraph number(s) Pages 15 - 22

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

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

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

Know

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

Q5.

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

(a) Justified

(b) Effective

(c) Consistent with national policy

(d) Positively prepared

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

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

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

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

North Yorkshire County Council notes that the Richmondshire Plan proposes to
direct most forms of new development and growth to the more sustainable locations
in the District, particularly to the Principal Towns of Richmond and Catterick Garrison,
the Local Service Centre of Leyburn, and to a much lesser extent to a limited number
of the larger villages. At the same time, it looks to support the local needs of smaller
rural communities and to encourage appropriate rural development that strengthens
the local economy, rural land management and valued landscapes / biodiversity /
heritage sites.

In terms of strategic planning policy this approach is supported. It builds on the
general strategy and approach of both the former North Yorkshire County Structure
Plan and the Regional Spatial Strategy modifying it to reflect changes in
circumstances, including changes in national policy, and the need to address specific
local needs and opportunities. The approach both reflects the area’s needs and
priorities, whilst focusing future development on the more sustainable, larger
settlements which will maximise the use of existing facilities and services

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

examination?

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

X

Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination

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

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

consider this to be necessary:

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

appropriate box(es) below.

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

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

examination.

Signature: Carl Bunnage

Date: 12 September 2012
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Richmondshire District Council
Local Plan Core Strategy
Proposed Submission
August 2012
Representations Form

Please read the quidance notes before completing this form

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

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

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

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

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

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

Part A — Personal details

Your Details Agent’s Details
Title Mr
First name Carl
Last name Bunnage
Job title (if applicable) Team Leader Regional and
Strategic Policy
Work/organisation (if North Yorkshire County Council
applicable)
Address County Hall
Racecourse Lane
Northallerton
North Yorkshire
Postcode DL7 8AH
Telephone No. 01609 532523
Email address Carl.bunnage@northyorks.gov.uk




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

mailto:localplan@richmondshire.gov.uk

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

mailto:Carl.bunnage@northyorks.gov.uk
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Part B - Your representation

Please use a separate sheet for each representation.

Name/Organisation Carl Bunnage / North Yorkshire County
Council

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

Policy number (e.g. SP2, CRSS or CP8) | Spatial Policy 4

Page/paragraph number(s) Pages 23-25

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

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

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

Know

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

Q5.

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

(a) Justified

(b) Effective

(c) Consistent with national policy

(d) Positively prepared

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

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

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

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

The draft Richmondshire Plan proposes an annual completion rate of 180 dwellings,
a total of 3,060 dwellings over the period 2012 — 28. The Plan indicates that this is
based on recent and locally informed population projections using the Regional
Spatial Strategy, the North Yorkshire Strategic Housing Market Assessment 2011,
and ONS/CLG household forecasts as a starting position.

The assumptions made within national population projections as to the implications of
the military population at Catterick Garrison and this affects projections for
Richmondshire District have been a longstanding issue.

The County Council has considered the evidence set out in ‘“The Richmondshire
Scrutiny of Population Estimates and Projections 2012’ and its conclusions,
particularly in addressing assumptions of international migration from the
Richmondshire population. The proposed housing growth figure of 180
dwellings/annum represents a sound basis for the future development of
Richmondshire and is justified and deliverable.
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(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)
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If your representation is seeking a change to the Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Document, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the

examination?

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

X

Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination

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

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

consider this to be necessary:

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

appropriate box(es) below.

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

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

examination.

Signature: Carl Bunnage

Date: 12 September 2012
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Dear Sir/ Madam

LDF Richmondshire Local Plan Core Strategy
Proposed Submission August 2012
Comments submitted on behalf of Castlevale — Land at Hipswell Croft, Hipswell

We act on behalf of Castlevale Group Ltd who have an interest in land at Hipswell Croft and are
therefore expressly interested in the future development housing options pertinent to Hipswell.
The site has been identified as part of the Council's five year housing land supply in the
Strategic Housing and Employment Land Availability Assessment (Site ID 12).

We have previously submitted representations on behalf of Castlevale Group Ltd in October
2011 and June 2010 with regards ‘Additional Core Strategy Consultation: Control and release of
Sites for Development’ and ‘Preferred Core Strategy’ respectively.

Following the publication of your ‘Local Plan Core Strategy Proposed Submission’ document,
please find detailed below my comments with specific regard to ‘soundness’. Please also refer
to the enclosed completed Representations Form.

NPPF and the test of ‘Soundness’

Paragraph 182 of the NPPF relates to examination of Local Plans and that plans submitted for
examination should be ‘sound’. To be considered ‘sound’ the plan should be:

Positively Prepared

Justified;

Effective; and

Consistent with National Policy

Further details cn soundness are set out below.

Paragraph 182 of the NPPF states:-

“A local planning authority should submit a plan for examination which it considers is
“sound”— namely that it is:

t: 01132436116 0113 2459042 a: Atlas House, 31 King Street. Leeds. LS1 2HL
~Ar g - 1 i % 1 S i o

« YO A 1 . \ilor B N ¥ 1 -, = \ A4 N
t: 0845 604 4¢ a. Alder " \ K, BOOt! 2shire, WA13 0GH

w: www.idplanning.co.uk

Registered in
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e Positively prepared — the plan should be prepared based on a strateqy which
seeks to meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements,
including unmet requirements from neighbouring authorities where it is reasonable
to do so and consistent with achieving sustainable development.

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

» Effective — the plan should be deliverable over its period and based on effective
Jjoint working on cross-boundary strategic priorities; and

e Consistent with national policy — the plan should enable the delivery of
sustainable development in accordance with the policies in the Framework.

Having reviewed the Core Strategy (Proposed Submission) in the context of advice and
guidance set out in the NPPF, Castlevale Group Limited consider it to be sound on the basis
that it (the Core Strategy):

e has been ‘positively prepared’ consistent with achieving sustainable development;

o is justified’ in terms of setting out an appropriate strategy based on proportionate
evidence;

e s ‘effective’ in terms of deliverability over the period to 2028 with effective joint working
with neighbouring authorities (in particular Darlington, County Durham and Yorkshire
Dales National Park): and

e is ‘consistent with national policy’ in that it has been prepared in accordance with the
NPPF, in particular, its presumption in favour of sustainable development.

Castlevale Group Limited therefore maintains its support for the Core Strategy, and in particular
to Policies SP1, SP2 and SP4 and the Central Richmondshire Spatial Strategy (CRSS).

Spatial Principle SP1 identifies Central Richmondshire as the area of greatest growth, reflecting
the location of the main towns of Richmond and Catterick Garrison. This is the area where most
housing and employment related development will take place. Castlevale Group therefore
support the principles of promoting development with Catterick Garrison and in particular
Hipswell where there is available land to meet the development aspirations of the council.

As regards Spatial Principle SP2 on settlement hierarchy, Castlevale Group support the
recognition of Catterick Garrison being a principal town and being the main focus in the Plan
area for housing, employment, shopping, leisure, education, health and cultural activities and
facilities.

Castlevale Group Ltd also support the spatial principles of SP4 on the scale and distribution of
housing development which recognises settlement hierarchy and the raguirement to provide
some 1,900 homes in Catterick Garrison which include Hipswell.

Castlevale Group Ltd also fully support the Central Richmondshire Spatial Strategy (CRSS),
particularly the preferred direction of strategic growth for high guality new housing and
employment development within the strategic growth area as defined in figure 8 on page 37 of
the proposed submission document. Castlevale Group Ltd have an interest in land which is
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genuinely available, deliverable and viable and can assist in meeting the objectives of delivering
1,900 homes through the Catterick Garrison area.

In relation to the core policies as set out in Chapter 4 of the proposed submission
Richmondshire Local Plan Core Strategy, Castlevale Group also support Core Policies CPO,
CP2, CP3, CP4, CP6 and CP13.

Core Policy CPO entitled “Planning Positively” seeks to reflect the advice of the National
Planning Policy Framework and encourages applications that accord with the policies of this
Local Plan to be approved without delay. This consistent approach to reflect national guidance
is fully supported by Castlevale Group Ltd.

Core Policy CP3 seeks to support the settlement hierarchy with Core Policy CP4 seeking to
support sites for development which, in particular, reflect the terms of the scale and distribution
of development defined by Spatial Principles SP4 and SP5.

To that end, Castlevale Group consider the submission documents to be sound having due
regard to the NPPF and the knowledge the objectives of the Core Strategy can be met through
the availability and deliverability of appropriate land.

I trust that the above and enclosed will be given your full attention and look forward to attending
and participating in the oral part of the examination.

Yours faithfully

Richard Irving BA (Hons) Dip TP MRTPI
Director

ce Castlevale Group Limited

enc — Completed Representations Form






Richmondshire District Council
Local Plan Core Straiegy
Proposed Submission
August 2012

Representations Form

Please read the guidance notes before completing this form

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

Both Part A and Part B of this form need to be completed in order for your representaiion(s) to be valid. Please
complete a separate sheet (Part B) for each representation you wish to make. Further copies of this form can be
downloaded from www.richmondshire.gov.u k/localplan.aspx

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

Your completed form must be returned to the following address to reach us no later than

4pm on Friday 14 September 2012:

Planning Policy
Richmondshire District Council
Swale House

Frenchgate

Richmond

DL10 4JE

Alternatively, you can email Iocalplan@richmondshire.gov.uk and submit this form as an attachment.
Please note, all representations will be made available for public inspection on our website

www.richmondshire.gov.uk]localplan.aspx with personal details (i.e. email address, telephone number and
signature) removed.
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COLBURN BUSINESS PARK, 3l KING STREET
CoLBURN LEEDS
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PART B - Your representation(s) - 1298

Please use a separate form for each representation

Name/Organisation: LCA STLEVALE LidA J

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

Policy number (e.g. SP2, CRSS or CP8g) @|;591;,qu.;c,asszc.?o;cn_5 CP3 jePL; PG CPIZ J

Page/paragraph number(s) L j

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

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

gl A
el il E

If you answered ‘No' to (a) or (b) above, please continue to Q3, otherwise continue to Q5
Q3 Do you consider the Core Strategy unsound because it isNOT...? (please refer to guidance notes)
| Juustified - :

| | errective

’:I Consistent with national policy

D Positively prepared

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

A

1
|






as possible:

N|A.






Q3 If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Core Strategy Proposed $28i8sion
Document, please use the space below to set out your comments:

s g
SEE ATTAcHep SUPPORTING oL ESPonDENLE DATED
3™ SEPTEBEL 2pn

|
continue on a separate sheet if necessary

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

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

lz Yes, [ wish to participate at the oral examination

If you have selected ‘Neo’, your representation(s) will still be considered by the independent Planning Inspector by
way of written representations.

It you wish to participate at the oral parl of the examination, please outline why you consider this to ha
necassary:

We ACT fol. A DEVELOPMENT ComfAwY LyHo HAS AN INTELOIT 1
STRATEU L LAND (a4 THE STYATEYIC Cvour ™ pecA.

_ e — ]

if you wish o be notified of fulure stages of plan preparation, please lick the appropriale box(es) below:
mSubmfssrun for Examimation
LJ] Inspecior's Report Fublication
[{\ Adoplion

Please notity ma hy:

[\{\' Pos
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LEYBURN TOWN COUNCIL

Market and Burial Authority A
Mrs J Forrest Thomborough Hall
Clerk to the Council Leyburn
North Yorkshire
DL8 5AB
Telephone / Fax (01969) 622561
Email: leyburntc@responseinternet.co.uk
Your ref. JH/CS/11299/TC/SC o
i e -
4th September, 2012. ‘
| 06 SEP 2012
FAO John Hiles -
RDC Planning Policy Officer !
Swale House s . N
Frenchgate
RICHMOND

N. Yorks, DL10 4JE

Dear Mr Hiles

Richmondshire Local Plan Core Strategy — Proposed Submission

Thank you for your letter and copy of the above document. Town Councillors have now all
seen this document and it was discussed at the August meeting of the Council.

Councillors did not agree with the reduction from 50% to 40 % re. the provision of affordable
housing in new developments. They were very concerned about the proposal to levy a
‘contribution’ of as much as £40,000 for every single new-build home. This could be
regarded as a development tax and would stifle the building of new homes. They understood
however, that the local Planning Officer would decide the figure to be levied in each
individual case. Although this money would be used towards the provision of affordable
homes in the District, Councillors were concerned that these would probably be built at
Catterick Garrison and not Leyburn.

Concerns were also raised that transport issues had not been properly addressed and the low
carbon energy proposals for Leyburn need to be more clearly defined.

Yours sincerely

Julie Forrest (Mrs)
Clerk
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DISTRICT COUNCIL

Richmondshire District Council

Local Plan Cor tegy, . —————
cal Plan Core Stra EEM_\MBLETON Do

Proposed Submissio
August 201;2

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

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

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

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

Planning Policy
Richmondshire District Council
Swale House

Frenchgate

Richmond

DL10 4JE

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

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

| PART A - Personal details

YOUR DETAILS AGENT'S DETAILS

Title Hﬁ

/
Firstname | <1 a4+

Last name | <\ Q€L EA L

Job title
(if applicable)

Work/Organisation
(if applicable)

Address | e O e TALO
Uc e e 8
ScolTed

Ricumon )
Nogth YodieSu &l

Postcode P L@

Telephone no. [

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

Name/Organisation: Hl_ g P ) "'ﬁ’ L e e

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

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

Page/paragraph number(s) | d— i, LS

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

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

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

Yes
(a) Legally compliant Ed [] []
(b) Sound ] E =

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

Q3 Do you consider the Core Strategy unsound because it is NOT...? (please refer to guidance notes)
D Justified
Bﬁfecﬁve
D Consistent with national policy

D Positively prepared

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

CVCD v S| 5 \ S N e (Z-é."a'rfz-\t’\"\uc PrSke L hoCk ot P
AEFolkD ABLE Ho-s 5 C U= TN TRUTTACAS  Crro v Lo Gl
oGSt DPEIE ol e | Tty LSl AU Y A NEceaTuE
ResoeT) (o mAavame @ TReLt  AREFORD ANDLE  HooS T

9 ‘
Le - HELEF  Tho ol AT LNy VAO-OSIE LR LLL D W (J:-\F-T“\ip
L AT—ED e COmieEx iz (HeaEts Tof Tord Wl Saers ) OeC
Cowes € ce1E e A FREED @ sl COVTwW T C
rﬂ C LS O AT a2 as= L'l T DS W@ty A, C o T 78 45T ler)
€ e~ A= admeE o0 S oG G 4T A @ Rowd
,‘/1,\\‘; (—T—J?-*JL".: g\l\- O Oy TS\—-’\L..SD CU“ET) ’.\?\JT l%‘?«‘_m
EARCREENE ow—  TTAHE M LD et AT Eofze B3 L

Hw3€ T ol

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

soundness. You need to say why this change will make the Core Strategy legally compliant or sound. it will be
helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wordin

g of any policy or text. Please be as precise

as possible:

U v vy T o Q—‘f“":"'\-?ﬁr_“\_t_w &= g T AT Pﬂ.ﬁb\:ﬂ&“—-—

S @& P et b o Sy C < £ oo A

St o s 1o [l W %\ﬂt:.&—«_-::"> , - < *(Z\‘:'tb'\-.ac'_(:

S o ZeRo E S €T Leea ST R

AT ﬂ&gp( rGC.S“T’H Ca L& Lo v (ZQR_;;H_ ‘

oo % N Q@#L—LGFH&-NV Py T T

"DCE—';\QM"C L Cre_ v .(g\../&k_‘bkh-c__;

EQ_C’M Wg_?

continue on a separate sheet if necessary
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Q5 If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Document, please use the space below to set out your comments:

continue on a separate sheet if necessary

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

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

D Yes, [ wish to participate at the oral examination

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

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

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

Inspector’s Report Publication

E]/Adoprion

Please notify me by:

[ ]Post

Email

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

Signature: E | Date: | \'S Sor=  Qan_
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From:

Sent: 14 September 2012 13:25
To: GEN - Local Plan

Subject: Melsonby statement

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Attachments: Representation Form Melsonby 14.9.12.doc

Dear sir

Please find attached the representation form from Melsonby Parish
Council regarding the Richmondshire Local Plan Core Strategy.The
Parish Council feel that Melsonby should be considered a
secondary service village and on those grounds be in receipt of
more support. I trust that we have interpreted the strategy
correctly.

If you have any questions regarding the representation please
contact me.

Many thanks

Liz Donoghue (clerk)
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Richmondshire District Council
Local Plan Core Strategy
Proposed Submission
August 2012
Representations Form

Please read the quidance notes before completing this form

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

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

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

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

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

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

Part A — Personal details

Your Details Agent’s Details
Title Mrs
First name Elizabeth
Last name Donoghue
Job title (if applicable) Parish Clerk Parish Clerk

Work/organisation (if

applicable) Melsonby Parish Council Melsonby Parish Council
Address
1High Row, Melsonby, 1High Row, Melsonby,
Richmond, Richmond,
Postcode DL10 5NA DL10 5NA

Telephone No.

Email address

01325 718198

01325 718198




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

mailto:localplan@richmondshire.gov.uk

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

Please use a separate sheet for each representation.

Name/Organisation MELSONBY PARISH COUNCIL

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

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

Page/paragraph number(s)

P19, 3.1.19

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

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

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

Know

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

Q5.

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

(a) Justified X

(b) Effective

(c) Consistent with national policy

(d) Positively prepared

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

On page 19, section 3.1.19 Melsonby is classified as a primary service village identified as
fulfilling the following criteria laid out in 3.1.18 “the availability of a good range of community
facilities and services — a primary school, food shop, community hall and sport and recreation
centres”.

Melsonby has a primary school, but the village shop has remained closed since the tragic
events in the property, and the community has no village hall. The only provision of a hall was
the Methodist chapel rooms and that property was developed for private housing some years
ago. The Parish Council are in the process of taking over the play parks and sports field, but
until that happens, the sports field swings remain out of use since they were removed as the
surface was unsafe, leaving the park useless.

The Parish Council feel that the decision to place Melsonby as a Primary service village is
unsound, and the definition underpins the levels of support offered throughout the whole
Strategy.
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(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

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

The Parish Councillors have expressed that Melsonby should be considered a Secondary
Service village and therefore get the justified support as outlined in CP7, CP8 and CP11 for
secondary villages.

Alternatively if we are to be classed as a Primary village then we have an argument for further
support to upgrade our facilities as identified in CP7, CP8 and CP11.

Section 3.4.11 p50 NRSS suggests some support for Melsonby but it is unclear what this will
involve.

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

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

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

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

Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination

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

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

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

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

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

Signature: E.J. Donoghue

Date: 14.9.12
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Planning Policy,
Richmondshire District Council,

Swale House, Our Ref: HD/P5339/03
Frenchgate,

Richmond Your Ref: LDF/CS/AAP
North Yorkshire

DLI0 4JE Date: |1 September 2012
Dear Sirs,

Richmondshire Local Plan — Core Strategy: Proposed Submission: Sustainability Appraisal
Thank you for consulting English Heritage about the above document.

Based upon the limited information available in this Sustainability Appraisal (it would, for
example, have been useful if the assessments of each of the polices explained precisely how
the conclusions in respect of each Sustainability Appraisal Objective were reached) we
would broadly agree with the overall assessments regarding the likely effects which the
chosen Options and the suggested policies would be likely to have upon the historic
environment.

This opinion is based on the information provided by you in the Report dated June 2012. To
avoid any doubt, this does not affect our obligation to provide further advice and,
potentially, object to specific proposals which may subsequently arise (either as a result of
this consultation or in later versions of the Plan) where we consider that, despite the
Sustainability Appraisal, these would have an adverse effect upon the environment.

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

Yours sincerely,

lan Smith

Planner for Yorkshire and the Humber
Telephone: 01904 601977

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






Planning Policy,

Richmondshire District Council,

Swale House,
Frenchgate,
Richmond

North Yorkshire

DLIO 4E

Dear Sirs,

2282

Our Ref: HD/P5339/02
Your Ref: JH/CS/12282/QU/SC
Date: |1 September 2012

Richmondshire Local Plan — Core Strategy: Proposed Submission

Thank you for consulting English Heritage about the above document. We have the
following comments to make regarding its contents:-

Page

Section

Sound/
Unsound

Comments

Suggested Change

10

Paragraph
2.26

Sound

We would broadly agree that the
challenges identified in this Section are
the key ones for the Local Plan to
address. Given the high environmental
quality of the District, we would
particularly endorse the identification
of the need to conserve and enhance
the area’s considerable environmental
assets (Criterion i) as one of the key
issues which the plan needs to resolve
(particularly given the need to
reconcile the growth of areas such as
Catterick with the protection of these
assets).

Paragraph
3.1.2 -
Vision

Sound

We support the proposed Vision,
especially the intention that the area’s
strong cultural identity, with its rich
variety of environmental and historic
assets will have been sustained and
enhanced and that Richmondshire

retains its character and sense of place.

These reflect priorities set out in the
SCS.
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Page | Section Sound/ Comments Suggested Change
Unsound
I Paragraph | Textual Taken at face value, the phrase Vision, second
3.1.2 - amendment | “Richmond has built on its heritage” Paragraph line 5
Vision does not sound to be particularly amend to read:-
sustainable. It might be preferable to
rephrase it. “Richmond has
realised the
potential offered by
its heritage and
increased .. etc”
12 Paragraph | Sound Given the landscape setting of the -
3.14 - town and its historic assets, we would
Strategic endorse the conclusions about the
Objective limited capacity for growth around
(d) Richmond. The development of what
is, in effect, a twin-centre Principal
Town in Richmondshire would appear
to be a pragmatic approach to the
constraints which Richmond faces.
Whilst the town can provide many of
the functions and services of a Principal
Town to the surrounding community,
the majority of the future housing and
employment needs will almost certainly
have to be met in the Catterick
Garrison area if the environmental
assets of the area are to be
safeguarded.
12 Paragraph | Sound We support those aspects of this -
3.1.4 - Strategic Objective which relate to the
Strategic safeguarding of Richmondshire’s
Objective environmental values and
(e) characteristics (Criterion i), and
promoting its rural cultural identity
(Criterion iv).
12 Paragraph | Sound We support that part of this Strategic
3.1.4 - Objective which relates to priority
Strategic being given to the protection and
Objective conservation of the plan area’s historic
® assets
22 Spatial Sound We support the principle that, as part | -
Principle of rural sustainability, priority will be
SP3 given to protecting and enhancing the

area’s environmental assets and
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Page

Section

Sound/
Unsound

Comments

Suggested Change

character. This is reflects the approach
to sustainable development which is set
out in the NPPF. The policy will also
assist in delivering those aspects of the
Vision relating to the conservation and
enhancement of Richmondshire’s
environmental assets and the
reinforcement of local distinctiveness.

24

Spatial
Principle
SP4

Sound

We broadly endorse the approach
proposed for the distribution of
housing across the plan area.

Given the limited capacity within
Richmond for either significant housing
or employment development (because
of its considerable environmental
assets and the landscape setting of the
settlement), we support the strategy to
constrain the amount of future growth
within the town and, instead, direct the
majority of future development within
the central area to those settlements
with the most capacity to
accommodate additional development.

38

Policy
CRSS

Sound

We support the spatial strategy for
Central Richmondshire. The
development of what is, in effect, a
twin-centre Principal Town in
Richmondshire would appear to be a
pragmatic approach to balancing the
assessed development needs of the
District with the environmental
constraints faced by Richmond. Whilst
the town can provide many of the
functions and services of a Principal
Town to the surrounding community,
the majority of the future housing and
employment needs will almost certainly
have to be met in the Catterick
Garrison area if the environmental
assets of the area are to be
safeguarded.
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Page

Section

Sound/
Unsound

Comments

Suggested Change

We would endorse the strategy
which is set out for Richmond
town centre, especially the need to
maintain its vitality and viability, to
protect and enhance its high quality
physical environment and key views
of the town and its setting.

We support the requirements that
new housing development should
protect and enhance the heritage of
the town, its landscape setting, key
views and its other environmental
assets

We endorse the requirement that
employment development at
Gallowfields Trading Estate
protects the setting of the town
and its environmental assets.

In terms of the Primary Service
Villages, we welcome the inclusion
of reference to the need for
development in connection with
Catterick Racecourse to safeguard
the important archaeological
remains in that part of the Plan
area.

46

Policy
LWSS

Sound

We broadly support the thrust of the
strategy for this part of the District. In
particular:-

We support the intention to
maintain Leyburn’s vitality and
viability through environmental
improvements

We endorse the recognition that
the potential for further
development around Middleham
may be limited due to
environmental constraints.

53

Core
Policy
CPI,
Criterion

Sound

We support the acknowledgement
that, in the case of some heritage
assets, it may not be possible to make
carbon-savings without compromising
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Page

Section

Sound/
Unsound

Comments

Suggested Change

2.c. and
Paragraph
4.1.11

their significance.

The approach will assist in ensuring
that carbon-saving developments
safeguard those elements which
contribute towards the distinct identity
of Richmondshire and thereby assist in
the delivery of Strategic Objective f

59

Core
Policy
CP2

Sound

We support this policy and, in

particular, the protection given

throughout to the District’s

environmental assets. We especially

welcome the encouragement of

sustainable development which

promotes:-

* The character and quality of local
landscapes

* The distinctiveness, character,
townscape and setting of
Richmondshire’s settlements

* The historic and cultural features of
acknowledged importance

We also support the presumption in
favour of the reuse of existing buildings
unless it can be shown that this would
be unsustainable or impracticable.

These measures will assist in ensuring
that new development safeguards those
elements which contribute towards the
distinct identity of Richmondshire and
will assist in the delivery of Strategic
Objective f.

63

Core
Policy
CP4,
Criterion
3

Sound

We welcome the inclusion of this
Criterion especially the requirement
that development should not impact
adversely upon the character of the
settlement or its setting, open spaces
and views, or designated and non-
designated heritage assets (Criterion
3.2) and that development should not
result in the loss of important areas of
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Page | Section Sound/ Comments Suggested Change
Unsound
open space (Criterion 3.c).
These will assist in ensuring that new
development safeguards those
elements which contribute towards the
distinct identity of Richmondshire and
assist in the delivery of Strategic
Objective f
72 Core Sound We welcome the support for -
Policy development which is necessary to
CPS8, secure the conservation of a historic
Criterion asset.
2b
74 Core Sound We support this Criterion particularly | -
Policy the requirement for developments to
CP9, respect the character of the settlement
Criterion and its architectural and historic
2 interest.
These will assist in ensuring that new
development safeguards those
elements which contribute towards the
distinct identity of Richmondshire and
assist in the delivery of Strategic
Objective f
78 Core Sound We support this policy, especially the
Policy requirement for proposals to
CPIO safeguard, and where possible, enhance
the environment and landscape of the
area.
8l Paragraph | Factual The requirements of the NPPF in Amend the first line
4.12.4 correction | terms of plan-making and the historic of Paragraph 4.12.4

environment are rather more onerous
than is stated here.

to read:-

“The NPPF requires
the Council to set
out within its plan, a
positive strategy for
the conservation
and enjoyment of
the historic
environment ..."
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Page | Section Sound/ Comments Suggested Change
Unsound
82 Paragraph | Support We welcome the intention to produce | -
4.12.5 a Heritage Strategy which will set out
the priorities for the management of
the historic environment and endorse
the elements set out in this Paragraph
which such a Strategy might cover.
This, together with the policies of the
Local Plan will assist in the delivery of
the Plan’s Vision insofar as it relates to
the conservation of the area’s historic
assets and the delivery of Strategic
Objective f.
82 Core Unsound The landscapes of the plan area are as | Core Policy CPI12
Policy much a result of the historic Criterion 2.b. amend
CPI12 environment as they are the natural to read:-
Criterion environment. This Criterion should be
2b amended to reflect this fact. “.. to secure a
sustainable future
for the natural and
historic
environment”.
82 Core Unsound In order to comply with the
Policy requirements of the NPPF, there is a
CPI12 need for the plan to include a strategic
General Policy for the conservation of the

historic environment of the area
[NPPF, Paragraph 156]. There is also a
requirement for the plan to guide how
the presumption in favour of
sustainable Development will be
applied locally [Paragraph I5].

However, whilst we broadly support
the sentiments of Policy CS12, insofar
as they relate to the historic
environment, overall the Policy is
confusing and does not clearly set out
how the NPPF requirements will be
applied at the local level.

We have set out, below, the areas of
the Policy which we consider need to
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Page | Section Sound/ Comments Suggested Change
Unsound
be amended to address this deficiency.

82 Core Unsound In what is, in effect, a general Core Policy CP12
Policy introductory Criterion about the Criterion | delete
CPI2 approach to the conservation of the the second sentence
Criterion plan’s environmental assets, the second | beginning “Particular
I sentence relating to initiatives to support will be

improve the natural environment, given..”and relocate
appears somewhat out of place. It at the end of

would be far more logical to relocate it | Criterion c of the
within Criterion c. policy.

82 Core Unsound The intentions of this Criterion are Core Policy CP12
Policy confusing. Criterion 2.e. amend
CPI2 to read:-

Criterion Conservation is defined in the NPPF as

2e. “The process of maintaining and “Where a proposal
managing change to a heritage asset in | is likely to result in
a way that sustains and, where harm to the
appropriate, enhances its significance”. | significance of a
If a development is going to result in designated heritage
harm to the significance of a heritage asset, in appropriate
asset, it cannot be conserving it. circumstances,

opportunities will be

Where a proposal will harm the sought to offset this
significance of a heritage asset and that | harm by ensuring
development is considered to be in the | that other elements
public interest [as per Paragraph 133 which contribute to
or |34 of the NPPF], then an approach | the significance of
which sought to offset this harm, to that particular asset
some extent, by ensuring that other are enhanced, or
aspects of the significance of that their significance
particular asset were appropriately better revealed”
enhanced, or their significance better
revealed, might be an appropriate
option. However, this is not clearly
articulated within this Criterion.

82 Core Unsound (a) Criterion 3 states that ‘particular | Delete Core Policy
Policy attention” will be given to the CP12 Criterion 3
CPI12 conservation of certain heritage assets. | and replace with:-
Criterion However, the list of assets which it
3 identifies as warranting “particular “The historic assets

attention” includes all nationally-
designated heritage assets (including
Registered Battlefields - of which

which contribute to
the Richmondshire’s
distinctive character
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Page

Section

Sound/
Unsound

Comments

Suggested Change

there are none in Richmondshire), all
locally-designated assets and, in
addition, all undesignated assets.
Whilst it may be a laudable aim to
conserve everything that is historic, it
is hardly a practicable proposition and
does not particularly assist those
making decisions about the priorities
which should be given to the
conservation of the assets of the plan
area.

Richmondshire has a distinctive
historic environment (as detailed in
Paragraph 4.12.16) elements of which
are unique to this part of the country.
This needs to be better reflected
within this Criterion.

(b)The final sentence of this Criterion
merely virtually repeats Criterion | of
the Policy and could be deleted
without weakening the Policy.

and sense of place
will be conserved
and, where
appropriate,
enhanced especially:-

The later
prehistoric and
Roman heritage
of the District
such as Stanwick
The Roman
forts and civilian
settlements
along the line of
Dere Street

lts medjeval
heritage
including the
network of
impressive
fortifications,
such as
Middleham and
Richmond
Castles,
monastic houses
such as Jervaulx
Abbey and
abandoned
settlements and
field-systems,
including
Walburn Hall,
west of
Catterick;

The buildings
and structures
associated with
its country
estates

The character of
its market
towns including
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Page | Section Sound/ Comments Suggested Change
Unsound
their grain, plot
layouts,
passageways and
historic
shopfronts’.
82 Core Unsound (@) The NPPF makes it clear that the (@) Amend the
Policy positive strategy for the conservation beginning of Core
CPI2 of the heritage assets of the plan area Policy CPI2
Criterion should also include heritage assets Criterion 4 to
4 most at risk through neglect, decay or | read:-

other threats. This aspect is not really
addressed in this Policy but could be
included within this Criterion

(b) There may be some debate about
what constitutes the “sympathetic
retention” of a feature. Consequently
it would be preferable if the last
sentence of this Criterion was
amended to more closely reflect the
terminology of the NPPF

“Consideration of
development
proposals will also
need to take into
account the
objective of
securing the long-
term existence of
the heritage asset.
This is particularly
the case for those
assets which have
been identified as
being at risk.
Enabling
Development may
be considered
acceptable ... etc

”

(b) Amend the final
sentence of Core
Policy CP12
Criterion 4 to
read:-

“...is the only
practical means of
securing the future
conservation of a
heritage asset”

-10 -
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Page | Section Sound/ Comments Suggested Change
Unsound
87 Core Sound We support this policy especially -
Policy Criterion b requiring development
CPI3 proposals to respect and enhance their

local context and its special qualities.

This will assist in the delivery of that
part of the Vision relating to retaining
the area’s character and sense of place
and its strong rural identity.

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

Yours sincerely,

lan Smith
Planner for Yorkshire and the Humber
Telephone: 01904 601977

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

-11 -
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Richmondshire District Council
Local Plan Core Strategy
Proposed Submission
August 2012
Representations Form

Please read the quidance notes before completing this form

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

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

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

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

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

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

Part A — Personal details

Your Details Agent’s Details
Title Dr
First name Rupert
Last name Hildyard
Job title (if applicable) University Lecturer and
Farmer
Work/organisation (if
applicable)
Address Colburn Hall
Colburn
Catterick Garrison
Postcode DL9 4PE
Telephone No.
Email address
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Part B - Your representation

Please use a separate sheet for each representation.

Name/Organisation R.D.Hildyard

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

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

Page/paragraph number(s) Pp37-40; Fig 8

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

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

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

Know

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

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

(a) Justified X
(b) Effective X
(c) Consistent with national policy

(d) Positively prepared X

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

| consider the vast majority of the document to be a sound and sensible policy for the future of
the plan area. However | have concerns about one part of the CRSS. This is Fig 8 on p37
which has significant deficiencies in terms of clarity — it omits for instance both Colburn Lane
and Colburn back (West) lane. It appears to indicate that the land adjacent to the A6136 and
on its north side should not be developed. This runs contrary to the various principles and
policies that prioritise housing development areas in the Garrison that optimize 1. Proximity to
town centre 2. Sustainability and especially public transport links 3. Access to services. The
land adjacent to the north side of the A6136 benefits from all these advantages, and is clearly
more favourable to them than for instance land south of Sour Beck. It is also of very low
agricultural value, and would facilitate improvements to the A6136 which is one of the main
constraints on development in Catterick Garrison. As a site with easy access and little
disruption to neighbours it might also facilitate District Heating system or other infrastructural
improvements.

The gap between Colburn and Hipswell is mentioned under Core Policy 12 at 2.d.iv and its
preservation is a worthwhile aim. Development of the area adjacent to the north of the A6136
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would enhance the separate identities of Colburn and Hipswell by sealing off the land to the
north from further development. Colburn actually consists of five quite distinct
neighbourhoods: Colburn Village, Colburn Town, Brough with St Giles housing estate, The
Chase, and Cravendale/Hildyard Row. (Some of these are already closer to Hipswell.) The
identities of the two parishes will not be diluted by development along the busy A6136 corridor
of this very small fraction of the ‘gap’, and it would be premature and short-sighted to rule out
for possible development a site with these very strong advantages.

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

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

Under CRSS, paragraph 3.2.9 should be revised as follows. Sentence 3 to read

This assessment supports a ‘town centre first’ strategy, which prioritises development within
the built up area, preferably on previously developed land and extending south eastwards
from there, favouring sites that have proximity to the town centre, access to public transport
and that facilitate improvements to the A6136, before reaching ultimately into an area of
greenfield land south of Sour Beck. A strategic growth area has been approximately defined
(Fig 8), which is well related to the existing landscape and complements the existing
settlement pattern. This area benefits from... [et seq]
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(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

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

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

examination?

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

Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination

Yes

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

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

consider this to be necessary:

As a stakeholder in the community and owner of land that might be considered for

development.

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

appropriate box(es) below.

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

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

examination.

Signature: Rupert d’Arcy Hildyard

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

Please read the quidance notes before completing this form

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

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

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

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

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

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

Part A — Personal details

Your Details Agent’s Details
Title
First name Valerie
Last name Adams
Job title (if applicable) Principal Planning Officer
Work/organisation (if
applicable) Darlington Borough Council
Address Planning Policy
Town Hall
Feethams
Darlington
County Durham
Postcode DL1 5QT
Telephone No. 01325 388477
Email address Valerie.adams@darlington.gov.uk
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Part B - Your representation

Please use a separate sheet for each representation.

Name/Organisation Darlington Borough Council

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

Policy number (e.g. SP2, CRSS or CP8) | Spatial Principle SP1
Spatial Principle SP4
Core Policy CP5
Spatial Principle SP5
Core Policy CP4
Core Policy CP7

Page/paragraph number(s) para 2.2, page 5
para 3.4.9, page 50
para 3.1.31, page 24

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

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

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

Know

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

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

(a) Justified

(b) Effective

(c) Consistent with national policy

~ [~ | — [ ~—

(d) Positively prepared

Please give details of why you consider the Core Strategy Proposed Submission
Document is not legally compliant or is unsound. Please be as precise as possible:
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(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

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

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

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

Darlington Borough Council supports the overall strategic approach set out in the Core
Strategy.

Darlington Council agrees that the local boundary issues and relationships with Darlington
Borough, for example in terms of housing market and travel to work areas are correctly set
out. References to Darlington, for example para 2.2, page 5 as a sub-regional centre in terms
of retail and other services and employment properly reflects the connections between
Richmondshire and Darlington.

The Council supports the Spatial Strategy set out for North Richmondshire, for example under
Spatial Principle SP1, as these elements will be complementary to the achievement of the
policies and objectives of the adopted Darlington Core Strategy. Darlington Council welcomes
the proposal, as per para 3.4.9, page 50 to support regeneration in Darlington by constraining
development in the sub area, particularly near the boundary with Darlington and agrees with
the need to resist development pressures from neighbouring Tees Valley settlements such as
Darlington.
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The Council also supports the overall approach in terms of planned scale and distribution of
future housing. Under Spatial Principle SP4.

The Council also supports the strategic approach to the planned scale and distribution of
Economic Development, for example Spatial Principle SP5; Core Policy 4: Supporting Sites
for Development and CP7: Promoting a Sustainable Economy. The Council’s view is that
these Core Policies do not undermine the strategic policies of the Darlington Core Strategy.

Darlington Council is keen that the Gypsy Traveller and Travelling Show people
accommodation needs of neighbouring authorities are met by each of them in full and is
pleased to see that there is now reference to Gypsies and Travellers within the Proposed
Submission Core Strategy document.

The Council would also like to highlight that there is opportunity for engagement between the
two Councils in terms of Green Infrastructure planning and provision along the River Tees
Valley area which is a significant sub-regional wildlife corridor. Darlington Council is currently
consulting on the Green Infrastructure Strategy for the borough and would welcome
opportunities to discuss complementary policies/proposals for this area.

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

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

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

Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination

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

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

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

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

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

Signature:

Date: 10.09.12
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MINISTRY OF DEFENCE

Martin A J Watson MRICS
Senior Estate Surveyor, DIO Land

Planning Policy Management Services

Richmondshire District Council Defence Infrastructure Organisation

Swale House Building 18

Fr:enchgate Piave Lines

Richmond Leyburn Road

North Yorkshire CATTERICK GARRISON

DL10 4JE North Yorkshire DL9 3LR
Tel: 01748 875059 Tel (MOD): (9) 4731 5059
Fax: 01748 872340 Mob: 0781 0834490

E-mail: DIOOpsNorth-LMS9d@mod.uk
www.mod.uk/DIO

Ref. DIO/LMSCGE/
18 September 2012

Dear Sir/fMadam

RICHMONDSHIRE LOCAL PLAN CORE STRATEGY, PROPOSED SUBMISSION - AUGUST
2012.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Richmondshire Local Plan Core Strategy,
Proposed Submission. The following comments are given on behalf of the Ministry of Defence
(MOD) including Headquarters Catterick Garrison and the Defence Training Estate.

The MOD welcomes the positive way in which the Strategy integrates the MOD estate into the
future development of the District. Catterick Garrison and Catterick Training Area will continue to
be one of the MOD's principal locations for the Army. In particular Catterick Garrison will play an
important role in delivering estate solutions as the Army becomes progressively UK-based as a
result of the drawdown from Germany. Precisely what this will mean is still subject to national
basing decisions but the Core Strategy will allow the delivery of different options as National Policy
is developed.

The MOD’s objectives for Catterick Garrison as set out in the Catterick Garrison Long Term
Development Plan (Refresh) 2008 are to develop Catterick Garrison into the Army’s premier base
in the Northern UK providing:

1. A community which integrates military and civilian communities in an environmentally
sustainable way, and which encourages social and economic development. Providing a
mix of military and civilian jobs and a range of housing, together with community,
commercial and recreational facilities in a new town centre.

Protective marking
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MINISTRY OF DEFENCE

2. A military facility which maximises operational effectiveness, recruiting and retention, and
which achieves estate efficiency and value for money.

3. A pool of sufficient land to provide for future demands.

The Core Strategy accords with these objectives and will enhance the opportunities for achieving
these goals. The MOD fully supports the development of an enhanced Town Centre in Catterick

Garrison and is actively marketing proposals for a Town Centre. The Strategy therefore accords
with MOD'’s plans for the centre of Catterick Garrison

| summary the MOD supports the long-term aspirations for Richmondshire as set out in the Core
Strategy. In particular the MOD welcomes the way that the Strategy endeavours to integrate the
Military Estate and the Military Community into the District.

Yours sincerely

Martin A J Watson MRICS
Senior Estate Surveyor
DIO Land Management Services
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DL10 4JE

16.8.2012

Dear Mr Hiles

Proposed £40,000 New Build Tax

| regret that this proposal has been smuggled in under a coded heading SB26 on the
Richmondshire Council agenda.

| have attended all the LDF meetings and have studied the draft LDF closely.

The proposed £40,000 new build tax was not mentioned at any of the meetings; it is absent from
the draft LDF, and has not come before Parish Councils for their comments.

The proposal should at the very least be deferred until it has gone through the proper
consultation process. The current evasion risks feeding public scepticism about local councils and their

officers.

My grounds for opposing the proposal include:

1.

There is no consideration in SB26 of the likely effect on local building and builders.
The most likely outcome is a complete stop on all new building in rural areas.
This undermines Richmondshire Council policy of enabling development to take place.

The proposed tax is unfairly levied on rural areas to provide benefits for urban areas.

Efforts to provide new build affordable housing in rural areas have been an exercise in
frustration.

The proposed tax puts at risk the conservation of the built environment.

In my five years as planning secretary for the local branch of the Council for the

Preservation of Rural England we had to conclude that best way of preserving the multitude
of stone field bams now unused was to allow their sensitive conversion to domestic dwellings

some of them for local farm workers. A £40,000 surcharge would have put a stop to any
conversion | was aware of.

| urge you to think again about the likely outcomes of this proposal, and not to go ahead with it in

any case before it has been subject to consultation with Parish Councils and other concerned
bodies,

Yours sincerely,

David Ashforth






David Ashforth <02
Sunnyhelme Cottage Preston-under-Scar LEYBURN DL8 4AH Tel:

Flanmng Policy
Swale House
RICHMOND
DL10 4JE

10:3.2012

Dear Mr Hiles

Proposed 40% New Development Tax

Thank you far your letter and submission form for the RDC Local Core Strategy.
| would like ta withdraw my letter of 16" August, with apologies for the inaccuracies || contained
My submission on the appropriate form is enclosed

| understand and share the ROC's concern-about the provision of affordable housing. but a tax
bombshell on small and single sites Is not the way to do it

You might be interested |n the enclosed article from Saturday's Financial Times describing how
much smaller percentage changes in property tax have effected a large charige in London

housing, even for students with the wealthiest of parents. Evidence that well intenticned tax
changes produce unintended resulls.

Yours sincerely,

Cavid Ashforih
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Hepresentations Form

Please read the guidance notes before completing this form

This form comprises two parts:
Part A - Personal detalis
Part B - Your representiation(s)

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

You do nat need to fill out Part A for each representation, provided that all representations made are securely
attached.

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

Planning Palicy _
Richmondshire District Council
Swale House

Frenchgate

Richmond

DL10 4JE

Alternatively, you can email lnnaj_plan@rfchmnndshire.guv.uk and submit this form as an attachment:

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

|_ PART A - Personal details

YOUR DETAILS AGENT'S DETAILS

Title REU

Firstname| DAVD

Lastname | ASKEOTLTH

Job title PRMNI s coumTiLs REP Fono
{if applicable) MID WeMSLETDM L oM Myl
Work/Organisation

{if applicable)

Address

SuNNY  HoLrs l
PiLEaT 0 b— U NG~ ScAll
LBy RURLH

Postcade B8 LAY

Telephone no.

Email address






PART B - Your representation(s) 4049
Please use a separate form for each representation

Mame/Organisation:

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

Policy number (e.g. SP2, CRSSorCP8) | c P b

Page/paragraph number(s)

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

02 Do you consider the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document is .7
Yes No Don't know

(@) Legally compfiant 1 [T ]
(b) Sound H @ m

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

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

| uustitied
| AEttective

m Consistent w;rh national policy

Fasitively prepared

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

i TH‘E Lpﬁ PF-OPDE-&L To lﬂﬁ?&t‘ 29 frt}?a EUﬂC&aﬂ.E‘IE- PR WMHM
-

HovsinG ©ON Shaw on SiNGLE STE DEvELOPHENTS WAS NOT '~ THE

DRART L DOF conswpeniEn By Phusg fovmaics. TWE PRoPosAL
AEPRESEN TS A hATon <wanas \M  Ponley wWaicA HAS NOT Toudwch

A PRobin cowmsyLTATION PlRecsses.

T ewg PREAGRATE LOE TTETIS THAT AR A 80 BIEIMEE We
2

PRoPosE & SURCHANGE wouLl HILB BRc WAL ABLE ShAL SiTEs,
THAT \s omiLy BEcAVSE YOO HAVEN'T 1MPeSED THE CHARGE Y&T
s Yov CAM'T rnow WHAT THE EEEECT witt QE. convERSATION
WITH LoceilL BUILBENS AND LAMD OWNERS HAS PRODLCED THED
UNRANI MOUS cowclustow THAT Soch A CHANLBE would BRIMG
snALL AND SINGGE STE DEVELORMEM T To A DFAD STop
I wmy Vil RGE Tumﬁuﬁ-mﬁwﬁummmﬁg - Twe &M R SMALL SITE AMR
o MG BANMN coNVERSeMN AFRAIN UM oLl AFTER FOUN YEARS
oNE 5 RERTEN, 6NE 18 VSED Ry THE OFVELOPTR Fo HOL DAY S
oHG STANDS EMPTY ., WEAE (5 GUb ENLF THAT THW Rine oF
DEVELOM MENT 15 PLREADY EComomicALy MARGINAL WITROUT
A SORCHANRGE. Svei A CHARGT WOULE STOR T ALTOLETHER.

continue on a separate sheet if necessary





Q4 Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the Core Strategy Proposed 5‘#8-2§i0n
Document legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test you have identified at Q3 where t es o
soundness. You need to say why this change will make the Core Strategy legally compliant or sound. It will be

helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise
as possible:

l. THEF PROPeSALS W cbPb HEER To BF anewATED To Sppusy
topneiLs RS PRAT op THE CONSUCT TN PROCESS

2. CONSOLTAIoM 1S RERUMED Wi Th L-0AL QFUEoP TNS  AHO
LAND OWNT-NS To biscoven WA LEVEL oF SURtpARGE
AEFo b ARLE WIvS1nG THBY ANG PRTGPALGD IO AecPT  FBR
SCHALL ANA SINGLE STE DTGUELOPMEMTS,

2,  THE PnroPosSALS ™NTED T iNG Folr com Pyl ARCE WTH
MNATIORA L PolicY NOwW (omSibBrRING THE NGovAL OF
AFFoNB ARBLE WBousiHaG NEEUNLEMSHTS O NEW
DEVELOPMENTS W ONOER To PROMOTE URGEMILY

NEEDED BGlonom e GNo WTI,

continue on a separate sheet if necessarv





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

continue on a separate sheet if necessary

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

E Na, | do not wish to participate at the oral examination
|| Yes. i wish to participate at the oral examination

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

it you wish to partiﬁipate at the oral part of the examination, please ocutline why you consider this to be
necessary: %

if you wish te be notified of fulure stages of plan preparation, please tick the appropriate box(es) below:
E] Submission for Examingtion

E Inspectors Report Publication
E.ﬂdapﬁun
Please notify me by:

[ |Post

E Email

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

Signature: Date: o4 o
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News Analysis

Overseas
students go
for prime
London lets

Property
Demand soars
after government
tax measures,
writes Lucy
Warwick-Ching

Wealthy families of over
seas sindents are boosting
demand for prime central
London rental properties,
choosing to rent rather
than buy, following tough
government ~measures. 1o
crack down on property tax
avoidance. "

As well as introducing a
top rate of stamp duty at
T ner ocent for alls hames

lottings at W A Eliis, “They
are coming from all around
the world and their tenan-
cles are generally being
gunranteed and paid for by
their parents who are pay-
ing up to £1,000 per weelk."

The most popular arsas in
central London for overseas
students are locations olose
to universities, such as
Knightsbridge, favoured by
Russian families, and Bel-
gravia, one of the top loca-
tions for Chinese students,

Mark Howell, head of riv-
eraide lettings at Knight
Frank, says there has been
a 28 per cent rise (o the
student 'lets on their books
this year compared with
last wear. He also added
that the nronortion of Chi-

Property hotspots for well-heeled students

South Bank

FINANCIAL TIMES SEFTEMBER B/SEFTEMEER 9 2012






Fﬂnnd nver £2rn. the Huﬂm't
introduced a 156 per cent
levy on residential proper-
ties costing £2m or more
and bought through a com-
pany structure.

Overseas. buyers  with
children at university in the
UK often purchase property
for them to live in while
they study, through com-
pany structures. This is typ-
ically to preserve their ano-
nymity, as well as reduce
tax bills, But many are now
renting, rather than buving,
prime property.

“The uncertainty created
by tax changes in the
Budget is fuelling a surge in
overseas students renting
out property in prime cen-
tral London as opposed to
buying,” said Mark Harris;
chief executive of mortgage
broker SPF Private Clients.

“Many wealthy parents
who would  normally have
bought. an -apartment for
their children to live in dur-
ing their studies are delay-
ing such a decision until
the tax position is clearer,
and ronting in the mean-
time. This s having the
efféct of pushing up rents
and leading to a scarcity
of property for rent al the
bop end.”

W A Elis also reporis
increased interest in rental
properties: worth  up to
£2m from overseas inves-
tors, “We have been
absalutely inundated with
high net worth student
enquiries  from  thosa
wanting to get settled prior
to the new academic
vear,” ‘said Lucy Morton,
senior partner and head of

nese  studentd  seeking
accommodation  has  dou-
hled, from 20 per cent of
Knight Frank's overall
students, 1o 40 per cent.
The: number of Russian
students has doubled from

MORE ON THE WEB

Listen to Luay talk about
prirme London student l21s on
the FT Maney Show
www.ft.com/moneyshow

B e R i 2. 5 ]

10 percent to 20 per cent

“The  majority of theze
overseas-students will tend
to pav rents of between £350
to £780 per week, but some
will pay up to £10000 a
weell to secure the most
sought-after properties,” he
added.

Joanna Bishop, from inde-
pendent  buying  agents
Property Vision, said inter-
national students - notably
from the Middle East, Hus-
sia and Asia — are drawn Lo
newer, secure, landmark
buildings in Knightsbridge,
Mayiair and Kensington

over the past 10 vears.

For the money they are
willing to pay, they want
modern, stylish apartments
In a central location. Guy
Bradshaw, in the Mayfair
office at Savills said: “Stu-
dents and their parents are
looking for the best and the
higger the hudget, the more
particular they are wanting

contemporary  decor, state-

of-the-art technology  and
air-conditioning.”  Overseas
students make good tenants
for UK landlords. “They can
be locrative for landlords,”

Sotre: ottt Frank

FT praphic

Russia

Fhatas: Alairy

Case study

| -want'ed to be close to campus'

¥u Panchéng, a Eﬂﬂmﬂrﬂ!d

“students who come to
Lonchan to study, writes
Lucy Warwick-Ching.

He recently. graduated
from University College
Londen with a BSc i’
statistics, economics and
finance, and this week he
‘started a masters inrisk
and financial efnginearing nt
Imperial College,

Like many students lving
in the capital, he rents a.
one-bedroom apartment.
-Uplike most, his flat is in

Sloane Square, and he pays

_£500 a week rent.
| wanted to be close to:
.campiis-and this flatis just

a short bus ride away," said |
Yu {pictured), “I also wanted
somewhere that | felt safe —
| amiin & new: m‘ldmg. and
there is a porter.”

He added that he wanted
to live somewhere thal was
ralaﬂvafy qulet, with green

‘spaces close by and

refatively close to the rhver

Hesa!ﬂhisfnn'llhf

but decided to walt'to see
if he was able to secure a
permanent job in the
capital.

Glen Ford, fram-
Hamptons: Intﬂmﬂnnal In
Slaane Square who' harped
Yu to find an apartment,

sald: “Overseas students
wil:lf} haaltl‘t:f budgets of
around £1,500 to. ﬂtﬁﬂﬂ
par munlh are attracted to.
areas around Sloane Square
due to the vibrancy of the
area, fantastic transport
links and proximity to the
camplises of Imp&rfal and
King's colleges.”

SHYS

said Javier Carrillo, partner
at LDG.

"Uniess a forelgn student
hasa relative living in the
UK who can co-sign their
tenancy agreement, they
must pay -at least six
menths’ rent upfront. This
iranslates to 8 per cent of
wealthy students paying
rent upfront.”

Student accommaodation
developer, Vitastudentcom
potential landlords
should watch for propertios
that only have one vear's
rental guarantee;

Experts say apartments
that are sure fo penerate
strong. rental  returns
will have at least two vears'
rental assurances, because
the developar pan  be
certain the properties will
rent out.

Marryn E-umurr;:t Wehh,
Page 5
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Richmondshire District Council
Local Plan Core Strategy
Proposed Submission
August 2012
Representations Form

Please read the quidance notes before completing this form

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

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

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

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

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

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

Part A — Personal details

Your Details Agent’s Details
Title Mr
First name David
Last name Coates
Job title (if applicable) Planning Director
Work/organisation (if On behalf of Colburndale
applicable) Developers
Address c/o Kingerlee Homes,

Thomas House,
Langford Locks,

Kidlington,

Oxon.
Postcode OX5 1HR
Telephone No. 01865 840000

Email address david.coates@kingerlee.co.uk




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

mailto:localplan@richmondshire.gov.uk

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

Please use a separate sheet for each representation.

Name/Organisation Colburndale Developers

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

Policy number (e.g. SP2, CRSS or CP8) | CP1: Responding to Climate Change

Page/paragraph number(s) Part 2. b. of the policy

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

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

(a) Legally Yes No Don’t
compliant Know
(b) Sound Yes No 4 Don't

Know

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

Q5.

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

(a) Justified v
(b) Effective

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

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

It should be acknowledged that compliance with the Code for Sustainable Homes (CSH) is
not a mandatory requirement, nor is there any intention on the part of Government to make it
mandatory. However, it is accepted that a rating against the Code has been required since 1
May 2008 but this does not extend through that means to requiring that any particular Code
level has to be achieved.

There is perhaps some confusion on this issue in that there is a requirement to comply with
the Building Regulations, Part L which addresses the conservation of fuel and power. The
Regulations will be updated to achieve progressive reductions in CO, emissions to reflect the
expectations in the CSH and will continue to be mandatory.

The policy requires that all new residential development will be expected to meet Code Level
4. In proscribing compliance with the full Code, the Council is going much further than what is
required through the Building Regulations. Perhaps, as an ‘expectation’, this could suggest a
degree of flexibility would be exercised in the application of the policy. If so, this would be
welcome and it should be made explicit, particularly as the requirement must be assessed
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against the viability of individual projects. There does not appear to be an explicit
assessment of the costs, and therefore viability, in meeting the requirements of this element
of the policy.

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

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

Flexibility should be introduced into the policy to ensure that the costs of compliance with it
and other policies do not adversely affect the viability of residential development projects.
The policy can be made ‘sound’ through the following amendment:-

‘All new residential development should maximise carbon savings through compliance with
the Building Regulations and the Code for Sustainable Homes Level 3. Compliance with
other elements of the Code at or above this level will be sought subject to a full assessment of
the costs of compliance and the resultant viability of schemes’.

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

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

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

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

Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination

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

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

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

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

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

Signature: Signed ‘D E Coates’

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

Please read the quidance notes before completing this form

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

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

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

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

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

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

Part A — Personal details

Your Details Agent’s Details
Title Mr
First name David
Last name Coates
Job title (if applicable) Planning Director
Work/organisation (if On behalf of Colburndale
applicable) Developers
Address c/o Kingerlee Homes,

Thomas House,
Langford Locks,

Kidlington,

Oxon.
Postcode OX5 1HR
Telephone No. 01865 840000

Email address david.coates@kingerlee.co.uk




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

mailto:localplan@richmondshire.gov.uk

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

Please use a separate sheet for each representation.

Name/Organisation Colburndale Developers

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

Policy number (e.g. SP2, CRSS or CP8) | CP6: Providing Affordable Housing

Page/paragraph number(s)

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

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

(a) Legally Yes No Don’t
compliant Know
(b) Sound Yes No 4 Don't

Know

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

Q5.

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

(a) Justified v
(b) Effective v
(c) Consistent with national policy v
(d) Positively prepared

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

The Council’s Evidence base includes an ‘Economic Viability Study’, September 2011. This
is a significant report examining the impact of various options in the application of an
affordable housing policy. It does not, unfortunately, assess the implications of other
proposed LP policies and the range of developer contributions which, taken together, and with
other considerations, determine the viability of housing schemes. Nevertheless, the report
does provide information and opinion which should be taken into account in the justification
for this policy.

Unfortunately, that is not the case and the policy cannot be fully justified when examined
against this research and several findings of fact. Whilst the research has its limitations in the
number and type of sites assessed it is, nevertheless, able to draw a clear distinction between
the affordable housing expectations in high value areas and ‘elsewhere’. This has been
reflected in the policy options put forward in the report for a clear differential based on
housing market values. These have all been rejected in whole though with an element of
selection of some preferences. What has emerged is the retention of 40% for the Central
area of the District and reductions in the sub areas of the North and Lower Wensleydale.
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Critically the policy has rejected the clear recommendation that a requirement of 40% will be
difficult to achieve in the Central area, particularly as this comprises the bulk of lower value
sites and, more particularly, has within the Garrison area, the greatest proportion of derelict,
vacant, brownfield land. As expressed in a number of other LP policies such areas are the
(absolute) priority for residential and other development. The development of such areas may
be threatened by focussing on maximising the amount of affordable housing thus
compromising the achievement of the Plan.

It is acknowledged that the policy includes reference to an assessment of economic viability.
Whilst this is welcome, any negotiations are against the background of what is an unrealistic
expectation. The starting point is 40% because that is what the policy says and therefore a
clear expectation, not a more realistic figure reflecting the evidence base.

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

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

The affordable housing percentages in Policy CP 6 should be amended as follows:-
Central Richmondshire (excluding the Garrison area) and Lower Wensleydale... - 40%
Catterick Garrison — 20%

North Richmondshire... — 30%

(the rest of the policy should remain as stated)

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

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

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

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

v

Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination

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

independent Planning Inspector by way of written representations.

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

consider this to be necessary:

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

appropriate box(es) below.

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

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

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

examination.
Signature: Signed ‘D E Coates’
Date: 14 September 2012
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Richmondshire District Council
Local Plan Core Strategy
Proposed Submission
August 2012
Representations Form

Please read the quidance notes before completing this form

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

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

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

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

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

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

Part A — Personal details

Your Details Agent’s Details
Title Mr
First name David
Last name Coates
Job title (if applicable) Planning Director
Work/organisation (if On behalf of Colburndale
applicable) Developers
Address c/o Kingerlee Homes,

Thomas House,
Langford Locks,

Kidlington,

Oxon.
Postcode OX5 1HR
Telephone No. 01865 840000

Email address david.coates@kingerlee.co.uk




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

mailto:localplan@richmondshire.gov.uk

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

Please use a separate sheet for each representation.

Name/Organisation Colburndale Developers

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

Policy number (e.g. SP2, CRSS or CP8) Central Richmondshire Spatial Strategy (CRSS)

Page/paragraph number(s) Section 2 re. Catterick Garrison

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

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

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

Know

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

Q5.

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

(a) Justified

(b) Effective

(c) Consistent with national policy

(d) Positively prepared

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

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

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

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)
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Q5. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Core Strategy
Proposed Submission Document, please use the space below to set out your
comments:

Colburndale Developers fully supports the priority given to the use of vacant land and
previously developed sites and is bringing forward proposals for the redevelopment of land in
its ownership at what is called ‘Colburndale Phase 2’ (the former CPM Pipe Works, south of
Catterick Road, Colburn). This will provide in excess of 250 dwellings to the east of land now
being prepared for the construction of 272 dwellings for which planning consent has been
granted.

Colburndale Developers also support the reference to the establishment of a neighbourhood
centre in Colburn. The text in part 2.c. under ‘Catterick Garrison’ should perhaps make
explicit reference to the intended location of this i.e. ‘south of Catterick Road and in
association with Broadway Square’.

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)






4493

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

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

Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination

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

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

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

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

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

Signature: Signed ‘D E Coates’

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

Please read the quidance notes before completing this form

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

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

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

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

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

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

Part A — Personal details

Your Details Agent’s Details
Title Ms
First name Rose
Last name Freeman

Job title (if applicable)

Planning Policy Officer

Work/organisation (if

The Theatres Trust

applicable)

Address 22 Charing Cross Road
London

Postcode WC2H 0QL

Telephone No.

020 7836 8591

Email address

planning@theatrestrust.org.uk




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

mailto:localplan@richmondshire.gov.uk

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

Please use a separate sheet for each representation.

Name/Organisation The Theatres Trust

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

Policy number (e.g. SP2, CRSS or CP8) | CP11 (and CP9)

Page/paragraph number(s)

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

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

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

Know

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

Q5.

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

(a) Justified

(b) Effective not
(c) Consistent with national policy not
(d) Positively prepared

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

Policy CP11

We consider the plan to be unsound because it does not reflect item 70 in the
NPPF on page 17 which states that to deliver the social, recreational and cultural
facilities and services that the community needs, planning policies and decisions
should plan for the use of shared space and guard against unnecessary loss of
valued facilities. Also to ensure that established facilities and services are
retained and able to develop for the benefit of the community.

Paragraph 4.11.1 includes the word ‘cultural’ but the actual policy does not use
the word ‘cultural’. This would be the ideal policy to protect, retain and enhance
the Georgian Theatre, mentioned in para.3.2.2 as one of two ‘important cultural
centres’. As such, it should be protected in the most appropriate policy - CP11.

Strategic Objective c. in para.3.1.4 states that Richmond will be the main focus
for cultural activities and facilities, but improvements to cultural facilities does not
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appear in Policy CP9, nor anywhere else in the document.

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

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

We suggest that the title of Policy CP11 is amended to include the word ‘cultural’
— Community, Cultural and Recreation Assets.

And there is no satisfactory description for the term ‘community assets’ in
para.4.11.3 to explain what is meant by the term ‘community assets’. We
suggest an entry is added in the Glossary and that para.4.1.3 is amended for
clarity — we suggest - community assets provide for the health and wellbeing,
social, educational, spiritual, recreational, leisure and cultural needs of the
community which will cover all eventualities and saves having to provide a string
of examples.

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

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

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

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

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

Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination

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

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

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

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

Signature: Rose Freeman

Date: 12 September 2012
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Richmondshire District Council
Local Plan Core Strategy
Proposed Submission
August 2012
Representations Form

Please read the quidance notes before completing this form

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

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

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

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

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

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

Part A — Personal details

Your Details Agent’s Details
Title Ms
First name Rose
Last name Freeman

Job title (if applicable)

Planning Policy Officer

Work/organisation (if

The Theatres Trust

applicable)

Address 22 Charing Cross Road
London

Postcode WC2H 0QL

Telephone No.

020 7836 8591

Email address

planning@theatrestrust.org.uk




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

mailto:localplan@richmondshire.gov.uk

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

Please use a separate sheet for each representation.

Name/Organisation The Theatres Trust

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

Policy number (e.g. SP2, CRSS or CP8) | CP11 (and CP9)

Page/paragraph number(s)

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

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

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

Know

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

Q5.

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

(a) Justified

(b) Effective not
(c) Consistent with national policy not
(d) Positively prepared

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

Policy CP11

We consider the plan to be unsound because it does not reflect item 70 in the
NPPF on page 17 which states that to deliver the social, recreational and cultural
facilities and services that the community needs, planning policies and decisions
should plan for the use of shared space and guard against unnecessary loss of
valued facilities. Also to ensure that established facilities and services are
retained and able to develop for the benefit of the community.

Paragraph 4.11.1 includes the word ‘cultural’ but the actual policy does not use
the word ‘cultural’. This would be the ideal policy to protect, retain and enhance
the Georgian Theatre, mentioned in para.3.2.2 as one of two ‘important cultural
centres’. As such, it should be protected in the most appropriate policy - CP11.

Strategic Objective c. in para.3.1.4 states that Richmond will be the main focus
for cultural activities and facilities, but improvements to cultural facilities does not
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appear in Policy CP9, nor anywhere else in the document.

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

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

We suggest that the title of Policy CP11 is amended to include the word ‘cultural’
— Community, Cultural and Recreation Assets.

And there is no satisfactory description for the term ‘community assets’ in
para.4.11.3 to explain what is meant by the term ‘community assets’. We
suggest an entry is added in the Glossary and that para.4.1.3 is amended for
clarity — we suggest - community assets provide for the health and wellbeing,
social, educational, spiritual, recreational, leisure and cultural needs of the
community which will cover all eventualities and saves having to provide a string
of examples.

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

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

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

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

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

Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination

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

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

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

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

Signature: Rose Freeman

Date: 12 September 2012










