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Richmondshire District Council
Local Plan Core Strategy
Proposed Submission
August 2012

Representations Form

Please read the guidance notes before completing this form

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

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

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

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

Planning Policy
Richmondshire District Council
Swale House

Frenchgate

Richmond

DL10 4JE

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

www.richmondshire.gov.uk/localplan.aspx with personal details (i.e. email address, telephone number and
signature) removed.

PART A - Personal details

YOUR DETAILS AGENT'S DETAILS
Title t\e

Firstname | C HAA LG é Q.

Last name )u -~

Job title
(if applicable) CovwciLioe

Work/Organisation

(if applicable) Rickhond gtran D.C.

Add
hiE ML
ConsTARLE SUATOW
LEX By

Postcode D!_g S Q- Q

Telephone no.

Email address






PART B - Your representation(s) 47 80
Please use a separate form for each representation

Name/Organisation: C.o:A. ’DU Er~

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) | @ 6
Page/paragraph number(s) Pa,-\q_ 67 AAADS [‘ 6 '2 / 4_ é ¢
L= v

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

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

(a) Legally compliant D |:| |I/|/
(b) Sound D fg/ D

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

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

Bﬂﬁsﬁﬁed
D Effective

gﬂansistent 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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(9 Y

continue on a separate sheet if necessary





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





Q5 If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Core Strategy Proposed SpTEEon
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?

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

es, I wish to participate at the oral examination

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

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

/; Car— clelt o kw U 1’--‘;\\.::.\?@-\@‘%4,*7 (/L’.n.-wt.:-fm

"l hﬁ.htu:g—ﬂ'\“ lhas ﬂ”\ﬂ-f-ﬁ-;wach M&M %‘LG‘SW L;'m

e\ Tinete opaslions

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

B’ﬁspector's Report Publication
|:| Adoption
Please notify me by:
ost

|:| Email

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

Signature: : } Date: Vo Ct §::Ln U~ 20\
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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 Mark
Last name Whyman
Job title (if applicable) Chairman Planning
Committee
Work/organisation (if
applicable) Richmond & District Civic
Society
Address
40, Bargate,
Richmond,
North Yorkshire
Postcode DL10 4QY
Telephone No. 01748 821534
Email address




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 Richmond & District Civic Society

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 & CP12

Page/paragraph number(s) P 38 (CRSS) p85 (CP12)

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 YES
(b) Effective NO

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

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:

CSss
It potentially restricts growth of the Gallowfields Trading Estate

CP12
It omits important sites.
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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:

Page 38 CRSS Gallowfields Trading Estate
3 ¢ “which encourages reduced heavy goods vehicle movements.”

We feel this is not desirable. As the major source of employment in Richmond, it is
essential that business be encouraged to set up on the Trading Estate However the
approval of recent planning applications having eliminated the possibility of widening
the existing access road (Green Howards Road) and the increasing size of heavy
goods vehicles means that in the long term an alternative access should be provided.
In the meantime we feel that no restriction should be implied on the use of such
vehicles.

Page 85 CP12

4.12.16 Bullet point 2

Easby Abbey and St. Agatha’s Church at Easby should be added at bullet point 2.
Recent roadworks as well as formal excavations in the past have identified this as an
important archaeological site.

4.12.16 Final bullet point

Gillingwood Hall should be added. The area to the south east of the Hall is the
framework of an early 18" century garden, which includes two Listed Buildings and
bastions, the latter appear not to be listed but are of similar importance to those at
Duncombe Park/ Rievaulx Terrace.
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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:

We welcome the Core Strategy and look forward to its further development.

(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 Notify me by: (please tick)
Inspector’s Report Publication Post X
Adoption 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: Mark Whyman, Chairman Planning Committee, Richmond & District
Civic Society

Date: 4" September 2012











__Richmondshire District Council
e errrounci| Local Plan Core Strategy
e -- PR Proposed Submission
August 2012
13 AUG 2012
———m=—=1  Representations Form

Please read the ggidanca,notesrwompletinq 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
wnloaded 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 ™M N
First name QQ‘M P RELe
Last name %m& o
Job title i
(if applicable)
Work/Organisation ' e
(if applicable) : - \
Address | \, s Lo BRRIDSE 3 ’STN
NEW . o MoerueLs
RigjaMenD |
7 Oriicy

Postcode DL 1O b

Telephone no.

Email address





PART B - Your representation(s) 5315
Please use a separate form for each representation

Name/Organisation: NEWTN M ongel P M J

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

o
Policy number (e.g. SP2, CRSS or CP8) e My
Page/paragraph number(s) [Q\Q L kﬂ} /f N / el 1) )
R Ed / . /

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

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

(a) Legally compliant |:| Efr [j
(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)

mstiﬁed
D Effective

U 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 thiStkbtes 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:

WA
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continue on a separate sheet if necessarv





Q5 If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Core Strategy Proposed Sug-gii%on
Document, please use the space below to set out your comments:

continue on a separate sheet if necessary

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

E}—N’é, ! do not wish to participate at the oral examination

’:I Yes, [ wish to participate at the oral examination

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

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

If you wish to be notified of future stages of plan preparation, please tick the appropriate box(es) below:
D Submission for Examination
‘E’I‘nspector’s Report Publication
D Adoption
Please notify me by:
[rast
[ ]| Emait

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

Signature: ‘ Date: | /(O — B - Aol 2
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Richmondshire District Council
Local Plan Core Strategy
Proposed Submission
August 2012
Representations Form

Please read the quidance notes before completing this form

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

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

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

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

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

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

Part A — Personal details

Your Details Agent’s Details
Title Ms
First name Sara
Last name Robin

Job title (if applicable)

Conservation officer

Work/organisation (if

Yorkshire Wildlife Trust

applicable)

Address 1 St Georges Place
Postcode YO24 1GN
Telephone No. 01904 659570

Email address

Sara.robin@ywt.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 Yorkshire Wildlife 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) CP12

Page/paragraph number(s)

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

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

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

Know

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

Q5.

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

(a) Justified

(b) Effective

(c) Consistent with national policy X

(d) Positively prepared

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 Yorkshire Wildlife Trust welcomes many aspects of Policy CP12. However the policy is
not compliant with the NPPF as it does not identify and map biodiversity opportunity areas
so that the authority can work to join up habitat through the planning process. The NPPF
states in paragraph 114 that planning policies should:

“set out a strategic approach in their Local Plans, planning positively for the creation,
protection, enhancement and management of networks of biodiversity and green
infrastructure;”

In paragraph 117 of the NPPF Local Authorities should:

“identify and map components of the local ecological networks, including the hierarchy of
international, national and locally designated sites of importance for biodiversity, wildlife
corridors and stepping stones that connect them and areas identified by local partnerships
for habitat restoration or creation;”
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Merely listing the potential biodiversity assets as in paragraph 4.12.12 does not give
sufficient confidence that they will be clearly identified and protected.

Within Policy CP12 Green Infrastructure (Gl) is covered but it does not include the value of
Gl for biodiversity and does not include within the list of green spaces important for Gl the
sites which are also important for biodiversity such as Local Nature Reserves, Sites of
Importance for Nature Conservation etc.

A document produced by the RTPI and the Wildlife Trusts nationally provides an excellent
overview of the importance of the multi-functionality of Gl and how this can be incorporated
into the planning system. The document, “planning for a healthy

environment — good practice guidance for green infrastructure and biodiversity”

can be downloaded from our website at http://www.ywt.org.uk/what-we-do/planning

(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:

It will be necessary for the Core Strategy to have either a background paper which identifies
and maps out the biodiversity assets and opportunities where sites can be linked up and
enhanced within the area, or a map within the core strategy which provides this
information. Green Infrastructure can include biodiversity assets and opportunities.

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)




http://www.ywt.org.uk/what-we-do/planning
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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 Notify me by: (please tick)
Inspector’s Report Publication Post
Adoption 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:

Date:
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Chairman: John Gill
Manor Farm Cottage
Aldbrough St John

=7 Richmond
Campaign to Protect ol DL117TB
Rural England €
NORTH YORKSHIRE

Charity no 500333
Swaledale Branch

13" September 2012

Dear Sirs,
Re. Richmondshire District Council Local Plan Core Strategy
Proposed Submission August 2012
Our committee have studied the proposed submission and wish to support the
soundness of some parts of it but have concerns as to the soundness of other
parts. We therefore have written this letter instead of filling in several
representation forms.
Sound
Page 12 para 3.1.4

We support the soundness of the Strategic Objectives and note the
difficulties for growth when protecting Richmondshire’s high quality
environment.

Page 16 SP1 Sub Areas

We support plans for North Richmondshire to have modest growth
Page 22 Rural Sustainability

We support this

Page 39 CRSS b5a
We were very pleased with the emphasis on brownfield sites

Page 60 CP2
We support this policy which again states that brownfield land should be
developed first

Page 66 CP6
We support this policy bearing in mind the supplementary document
circulated on 05.09.2012

Page 88 CP14 second para.
We support the statement that decisions on infrastructure should be taken
on environmental sustainability as well as cost

Page 90 para 5.2
We trust that the private sector activity also refers to amenity groups
Page 1 of 2
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We find the

We find the following Policies Unsound

Page 38 CRSS3 Gallowfields Trading Estate
A new access road essential with now over 100 businesses established on
the site and more to come.

Page 59 CP2
No reference to prevent/reduce light and noise pollution

Page 61CP3
Extreme concern on impact on the open countryside if development is allowed
outside current development limits

Page 63 CP4 para 2a
Extreme concern on impact on the open countryside if development is allowed
outside current development limits

Page 78 CP10

Reference to the words small scale, low key, low impact, very unsound,
imprecise and vulnerable to adverse environmental impacts

We do not wish to participate at the oral examination.

We wish to be notified of the submission for examination

We wish to see the Inspectors Report Publication
Please notify us by post

Yours sincerely

John Gill

Page 2 of 2










Richmondshire District Council
Local Plan Core Strategy

Proposed Submi snoIHAMBLETON D.C T

August 201
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{
Representations Eerm  , . o 504 }

FETLT EWTE

Please read the quidance notes before completing this form TP"ES i ch ‘
This form comprises two paris: i g }
Part A - Personal details T i ACK |
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
iched.

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

Hichmond

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
sighature) removed.

PART A - Personal details

YOUR DETAILS AGENT'S DETAILS

Title My

First name S o
Last name Gl
Job title

(if applicable)

= vi'eh Coumc ] ) C)m}mm,

Work/Organisation
(if applicable)
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Postcode

Telephone no.

Email address






PART B - Your representation(s)
Please use a separate form for each representation 6251

Name/Organisation: 21N | E— C) L, St N by Pemwled Dy el l

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

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

Page/paragraph number(s) ;’que Ll peara bi.loe ~7

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

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

(a) Legally compliant |:\ D E
(b) Sound ] M 1

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

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

Justified
Effective

Consistent with national policy
Positively prepared

Please give detaiis 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 Submissi
Document legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test you have identified at Q3 where this &ﬂto
soundness. You need to say why this change will make the Core Strategy legally compliant or sound. It will be
helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise

as possible:
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continue on a separate sheet if necessary





Q5 If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Core Strategy Proposed SubB'EB'T
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:
D Submission for Examination
Inspector’s Report Publication
D Adoption

Please notify me by:

@ Post
[ |Email

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

Signature: I: Date: | /3.0, 2014 W
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Forwarded Message ----

From: JAMES WILSON

To: planourfuture@richmondshire.co.uk
Sent: Tuesday, 3 August, 2010 14:39:09
Subject: Preferred Strategy

The Parish Councillors of Aldbrough St JOhn have read your June report and have the
following comments:

1. North richmondshire sub area is down for only 7% of the suggested 200 houses per
year.

2. The suggestion is to support expansion of Developments at Scotch Corner.

3. Barton quarry to be restricted to use only as a service area.

4. We are considered to be a secondary service village clustered with Eppleby and
Caldwell.

5. The Primary service villages are Middleton Tyas, Barton and Melsonby.

6. The Housing Minister's Community Right to Build programme seems to pour cold
water on Richmondshire's ideas.

7. Does the Strategy infer only 'windfall' development would be allowed in Aldbrough
St John and no alteration to the definitive limits.

Regards
Joyce Wilson
Parish Clerk
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RBTA

Planning Policy

Richmondshire District Council,

Swale House,

Frenchgate,

Richmond,

DL10 4JE 13 September 2012

Dear Sirs
We write in response to the Local Core Strategy Plan Proposed Submission.

The Association has been consulted in relation to this plan on numerous
occasions and have fed back at presentations and by email and letter. We
are disappointed that the key points that we have consistently made about
the economic development in the town have not been incorporated. These
are supported by the RBTA Planning Statement [attached]

Whilst we accept that there is limited scope for building new houses in
Richmond due to the historic nature of the town, limited brownfield space and
the open spaces green belt around the town, we do not agree with the
premise of the Strategic Approach at Chap 3.1.35. This suggests that there
is limited capacity for economic development in Richmond. The two are not
in fact linked.

Richmond is an ideal place for new and emerging businesses, especially
digitally based ones as The City Secret has so ably and successfully
demonstrated. ‘Prestige type developments’ such as business parks can be
found in or around any town, but the unique setting of Richmond Market
place and the surrounding town cannot. This unique selling point needs to
be incorporated into the plan.

We also note that the plan recognises Richmond’s important tourism offer
and scope for creative industries but then fails to build on this. By
emphasising the potential and importance of Catterick/Colburn, the plan will
inevitably result in the direction of resource there, attracting non-tourism
business out of Richmond. Members are concerned that if this policy was
followed there is a high risk that the town would ossify and deteriorate as a
consequence.





7662

However this section is rather at odds with the Sub Area Strategies in Chap
3.2 which identifies the need to sustain Richmond as the principle town and
historic centre of Richmondshire, with the development of sustainable
transport links between Richmond and the Garrison area and the
development of complementary and supporting businesses. There is an
acceptance that the anticipated inflow of funding will be more than Richmond
and Catterick centres can cope with hence the expansion of the brownfield
sites around Colburn.

Could you therefore clarify the contradiction and alter the plan so that the
strategic approach in Chap 3.1 is more accurately aligned with other
strategies.

The RBTA wishes Richmond to be a vibrant principal town with a wide range
of businesses all contributing to its economic development; we do not wish
it to become an expensive retirement town or an exclusive commuter
settlement, and we want the District Council’s plan to more accurately reflect
and promote this.

Yours sincerely

Philip Wicks
Chair
Richmond Business & Tourism Association

Richmond Business & Tourism Association

First Floor Offices 3 Rosemary Lane Richmond North Yorkshire DL10 4DP
Tel 01748 825362 email: info@rbta.org.uk
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RBTA

RBTA PLANNING STATEMENT

The RBTA wants to see a sustainable future for the four key areas in Richmond and
Catterick, which forms the focus for Richmond, Catterick and the surrounding area. The key
areas identified as Gallowfields Trading Estate, Richmond Town Centre, Catterick Garrison
Town Centre and the A1 corridor industrial estates. These key commercial areas should all
operate on an even basis with no one area being promoted above an other as this could
distort the local economy and potentially be detrimental to the diversity and offering of the
local enterprises. The areas should be able to support local jobs and allow people to work
locally rather than the area becoming a dormitory town for Teesside and beyond.

Gallowfields Trading Estate

The emphasis of the Gallowfields Trading should remain as light industry, and workshops,
and while it is recognised there is some retail on the estate it should not be promoted on the
whole as a retail park as this would be detrimental to the Richmond Town Centre, but there
may be some scope for a contained retail park as a boost to the overall retail offering to
Richmond.

The RBTA would be keen to improve the access roads into the estate as it would benefit
current and prospective businesses. Funding has been an issue with the access road, but it
was felt that where redundant land were sold for housing such as the Highways Depot, then
planning gain should be used to fund improvements.

Richmond Town Centre

It is imperative that the town centre remains a sustainable commercial centre which supports
the town and the surrounding area. Tourism has a role, but tourism alone cannot support the
commercial centre.

The pressure to convert from commercial to residential should be strongly resisted as once
out of commercial use buildings do not easily revert back. The long term availability of
commercial properties is vital to the sustainability of the town’s commercial heart. If the
commercial residential mix goes in favour of residential the danger is that there are too few
commercial buildings to support a diverse retail and commercial offering which could become
a vicious circle of business not getting the customers and moving out.
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Commercial buildings in the town centre should include a healthy mix of retail, pub, restaurant
as well as office use. Primarily to serve the town and the surrounding area, while tourism is
important and has much to offer it is much more cyclical.

Catterick Garrison Town Centre

The Garrison Town Centre is seen as complementary to Richmond Town Centre as there will
be larger, purpose made retail and leisure units. This will compete with the larger retail parks
such as Teesside Park and the Metro Centre rather than the indigenous shops.

Competition between the two centres must be avoided at all costs as this will result in a less
diverse and therefore less prosperous community and would be to the detriment of the whole
area.

The RBTA would like to see any planning gain being used wisely to link Catterick and
Richmond with a sustainable transport link, such as a light railway. This would ensure that the
two centres remain connected.

A1 Corridor

This has been identified as the zone for larger industrial premises and any pressure to allow
commercial space to be converted or part converted to residential should be resisted. This
forms the backbone for employment in the local area.

“Green Belt”
The area surrounding Richmond and Catterick is predominantly agricultural land and
woodland, this is valuable to the setting of Richmond, Catterick and the surrounding villages.

Where the land is agricultural or woodland any change of use would be considered
detrimental to the setting of the built environment. The exception would be a high quality
leisure development such as a golf course or a large scale hotel development which would
generate a material and enduring number of jobs.

The re-use of commercial land, such as quarries, redundant buildings would be supported as
this would generate employment and benefit the wider community.

Local Economy

By having a diverse commercial base, supported in the four key areas, this provides the
backbone for local jobs. The provision of local jobs is vital as this means that people working
locally are less reliant on cars, cause less congestion and are more likely to spend their
money in the local businesses.

RBTA Planning Sub-Committee Page 2 26/02/2010
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RBTA

Richmond should be regarded as the regional hub for transport and the appropriate
provisions should be made to encourage this.

The local transport infrastructure is important to the viability of the local economy. The RBTA
would like to see a coherent regional strategy which encourages access by private and public
transport. This must be supported by the provision of sufficient, well located car and coach
parking which is competitively and equably priced.

RBTA Planning Sub-Committee Page 3 26/02/2010










Richmondshire District Council
Local Plan Core Strategy
Proposed Submission
August 2012

F o

™
]

= ! f : . 1
Representations Form ' ]

Please read the guidance notes before completing this form

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

Both Part A and Part B of this form need to be completed in order for your represeniation(s) to be vaiid. 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.

" urcompleted form must be returned to the following address to reach us no later than

&1 on Friday 14 September 2012:

Planning Policy
Richmondshire District Council
Swale House

Frenchgate

Richmond

D10 4JE

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

www.richmondshire.gov.uk/localplan.aspx with personal details (i.e. email address, telephone number and
signature) removed.

L PART A - Personal details

YOUR DETAILS AGENT'S DETAILS

w [z, N/A

First name CH A REY /

Last name % o AN

Job title
(if applicable)

Work/Organisation
(if applicable)

Address

/(G KA T incopd
f’< & )/ / 3 / ff?\/\/
/Qé f?//‘[-/ }/O ,;.7’/?/;/',\///&3:_.

Postcode j> /& g H7

Telephone no.

Email address —






PART B - Your representation(s)
Please use a separate form for each representation 79292

Name/Organisation: NON 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) Do [\["T KN ow - Al MATTELS ¢ LEYBURN

Page/paragraph number(s) —_— w

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

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

(a) Legally compliant D D @
(b) Sound D Ei D

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

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

IE Justified
Effective

m Consistent with national policy

m 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:

SEE ENQ-0SED SufPol TIN G DOWMEN T DATED t\/ﬁ/)ﬁl&
Ao Py LETTER Rom CFRE DATED I35/ 202

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?lﬁﬁ‘aates to
soundness. You need to say why this change will make the Core Strategy legally compliant or sound. It will be
helpful i_fbglfou are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise
as possible:

. , ‘ ON LENMBURN
INSVEFTIGeNT  DETAIL HAS BeEN F(Uvabebﬂlﬁ\s\fp TS
NEEDS To BE  ADPRE SSE))

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: 7832

/

confinue 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
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:

T WA DE NEISARY ok HELAFoL To HM INSEECTOK To EXAALD
Ov My WEATTEN PREZEN TATION |

If you wish to be notified of future stages of plan preparation, please tick the appropriate box(es) below:
Submission for Examination
% Inspector’s Report Publication
Adoption
Please notify me by:
X] Post

|:| Email

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

Signature:[ Date: | I] SEHATEMREK 20| 2
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Richmondshire Local Plan
Core Strategy Proposed Submission

Public Representation by G Kane, 72 Brentwood, Leyburn, N Yorkshire DL8 sHT

Having looked at the submissions to the public of the Local Plan I would wish to observe the
following and make it subject to a further Enquiry. My comments relate both to “legal
compliance” and “soundness”.

1 Environmental matters

There is concern about good air quality in Leyburn which can have a detrimental impact on
tourism. Hospital cover has decreased since the last Local Plan following the closure of the
Duchess of Kent and a proposed reduction in services at the Friarage.

2 Brentwood

I'am concerned that the Medical Centre and the school on Wensleydale Avenue have already
caused traffic problems and these will be increased.

3 Leyburn Medical Practice

This building was controversial at the time and residents’ comments were ignored, although
these have now proved to be accurate, We are concerned that a possible change of use on this
site will be detrimental to the residential area. It might be possible to consider a residential
home for Alzheimer and dementia patients.

4 Safeguarding Market Town image

The Local Plan for Leyburn is sketchy on detail and more comprehensive details are required.
Leyburn is considered to be the gateway to the Dales and is the most important base for the
tourist industry which is of considerable importance to the business community of Leyburn.
5 Unneighbourly industries

I feel that the HGVs coming through Leyburn town centre needs to be avoided and I do not
feel that this needs to carry on. The obvious alternative is the Tank Road. The matter of
pollution from the quarries has never been addressed and a wheelwash should be installed.

6 Leyburn industrial area

We should define what is B1 and B8 and continue the exclusion of B2 in the Station Yard and

adjacent to it. The Station itself is a listed building in a Conservation Area and needs to be
protected. There is room for improvement.
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7 Proposed Expansion of Leyburn

Leyburn has already been substantially expanded at Dale Grove in terms of housing and an
expansion on Bellerby Road of 365 further homes is too much. The disadvantages would be
that it would change the fundamental nature of Leyburn as a traditional Market Town and
increases the pressure on Brentwood; the sewage system, which is already problematic, needs
to be dramatically improved and the position of the Infants’ School, which would increase
traffic because of additional pupils, would again cause problems on Maythorne and
Brentwood. Town centre parking will also be impacted, existing parking problems will be
exacerbated and there will clearly be an overall increase in traffic altogether. Such proposed
additional housing should be near employment areas, such as Colburn, not in a rural area like
Leyburn. The infrastructure as it stands in Leyburn will not carry the proposed housing
development.

8 Conclusion

[am concerned at the overall impact of this proposed development in what is essentially a
small Market Town. In my opinion the Local Plan for Leyburn is not detailed enough.

G Kane

Leyburn, u September 2012
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15 Millway
Ampleforth
YORK YO0624DR

\%\Qa Eu-e{\,«\o 2610

e-mail

Dear Mr, Kane

Our National Office has forwarded your letter of 6 August to me. The Campaign to Protect Rural England
(CPRE) in North Yorkshire has number of smaller district groups, and our Wensleydale Branch will be responding to
this consultation. 1 have therefore sent your letter on to the Chairman, Dr Kristin Whalley of Brook House Farm.
Newbiggin, Leyburn DL8 3TD and she will respond. I am sorry that this roundabout journey means that you will not
get a prompt reply.

Looking at the draft plan it would seem that Leyburn's provisional allocation of new houses will be 377 over
the 15 year period — i.e. some 25 a year - the figure of nearly 500 refers to the larger area served by the town. Over 150
of these should be “affordable” homes for local people, which would £0 some way towards meeting a growing need.

The overall figure for new housing in Richmondshire — 200 a year — comes from the Regional Spatial Strategy
which the new government has now abolished. It was based on projections of population growth which some (including
CPRE) challenged as too high, and was arbitrarily raised by the then government, so it might well not be reached -
Richmop@shiye seems to have accepted it in the absence of any better forecast.

Yours |

(John D. Farquhar CPRE North Yorkshire County Branch)
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Representations Form

Please read the guidance notes before completing this form

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

Both Part A and Part B of this form need to be completed in order for your representation(s) to be valid. Please
complete a separate 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 |Mrs
First name|Vicki
Last name[Raven
Job title Clerk

(if applicable)

Work/Organisation
Scorton Parish
(if applicable) Council

IAsh House, Southside, Scorton,
Address |Richmond

Postcode DL10 6DN
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Telephone no. [01748811433

Email address [vraven@scorton.com






PART B - Your representation(s)
Please use a separate form for each representation 7913

Name/Organisation: Scorton 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) | CP6

Page/paragraph number(s) | Page 67 Paragraph 4.6.7

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

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

(@) Legally compliant Yes |:| |:| |:|
(b) Sound Yes [ ] [ ] [ ]

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)

|:|Consistent with national policy

|:| Positively prepared

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

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 Jates 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 Subm
Document, please use the space below to set out your comments: 791

Scorton Parish Council suggests that the item relating to Affordable Housing should be amended as per
recommendations/exemptions put forward in ClIr Blackie’s letter dated 28/08/12.

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?

l:’NO, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination

|:|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:
DSubmission for Examination
Dlnspector’s Report Publication
|:|Adoption
Please notify me by:
|:|Post
|:|Emai|

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

Signature: Vicki Raven Date: 13" September, 2012
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L : Representations Form

Please read the guidance notes before completing this form

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

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

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

Y -w completed form must be returned to the following address to reach us nmhm
4.0 on Friday 14 September 2012:

Planning Policy
Richmondshire District Council

Swale House
Frenchgate 13 SEP 2017
Richmond [ ki <o
DL10 4JE et IO
— i L i
Alternatively, you can email localplan@richmondshire.gov.uk and submit thiFfo\r‘r; asﬁln attac R ~.H___’/
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Please note, all representations will be made available for public inspection on?U?"Wrébsi-teumuim% 5 /
www.richmondshire.gov.uk/localplan.aspx with personal details (i.e. email address, telephone numbera
signature) removed.

PART A - Personal details

YOUR DETAILS AGENT'S DETAILS
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Lastname |~ 5 o = L4 prel £ REDORIT
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PART B - Your representation(s)
Please use a separate form for each representation QONg

Name/Organisation: /t/",-) P

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) I/A/.?xd d¢ ALe Cpwerntwe Zﬁza@ R
Page/paragraph number(s) /b,ofJ';fa P SSHIORIN & f/708859/7 /SO 4 AF
7

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

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

Yes No Don't know
(a) Legally compliant [] []
(b) Sound [] (X (1 Aaor prasensre D ;N r2C S 2

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)

X ]vustified - '
E Effective

Consistent with national policy

EI 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:

f/:'—'/‘,: JEWOL O Kem 7 rrimR8 //4/,2,9 /2
7/,, 2d 1

2-‘.',‘/;,\

No Aerd SHOGN F~oR o Rivneza DAYrFL P27
/%9/2)\’/ &rs [’5)’/?‘-//1 W Sessmwir e CAAVE £
!

e )//o/ ese fBP->¥<F, Hrapecn)jorsnt o Errpidyd .,
ALp P S PR ORU CLl e P22 V7 e

/ﬁ:,?—-/ Zz/isz //f*ﬂ;‘ i‘;;/jr o5 AR VAR5 o 4 e R) ;rm,p(»:zg
N LA Jf

JITOOR S IrA Dernsay Wor Covys Off’fz o

IV Ous r/g);/ /?:r.f.c—.»(y/j D /é,c~'8’/43_4=‘/./37¢4 A EFY

LW Pt PR o En ™ 1O 6) o Sprmaa IR 0Ar Yt 87 Cley g &
£, Iw=d Peh<e <y PRLAN, Ros) g}s,v_r/? s 7 oy
/://'/2 /P)c;»/bcos'/..‘ A Copw e 7-7%( AN Ver AP A 123D f)@{%
oy Cur f FCoMET ) oAsE

he)

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 ti¢ tes to
soundness. You need to say why this change will make the Core Strategy legally compliant or sound. It will be

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





Q5 If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Core Strategy Proposed Submissicn
Document, please use the space below to set out your comments: 8905

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, 1 do not wish to participate at the oral examination

IE Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination

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

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

= ™
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If you wish to be notified of future stages of plan preparation, please tick the appropriate box(es) below:
Submission for Examination
E Inspector's Report Publication
Adoprfon Wmmh

Please notify me by: e
@Posf

[ ]| Email

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

N
Signature: Date: | /<« 'ﬁ‘ (/g:"/.—) F 2‘9/-L
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“Greenways”, Brentwood, Leyburn
North Yorkshire D18 SEP

The Hon Bernard Borman-Schreiber von Ullersdorf

Yo W
Richmondshire Local Plan Coré%tegy Proposed Submission
Public Representation by Bernard Borman-Schreiber Esq, Graf von Ullersdorf

Having looked at the submissions to the public of the Local Plan | would wish to observe the
following and make it subject to a further Enquiry. My comments relate both to “legal compliance”
and “soundness”,

1 Brentwood

In the past there has been controversy about Brentwood being linked to Maythorne Estate which
has caused a number of problems, ie speeding and parking, and although at a Public Enquiry
conducted by H M Inspector Turner, and the Council agreeing in full to his report, his
recommendations were not implemented. It raises the question “why hold Enquiries and produce a
Local Plan when no-one takes any notice of it?” | therefore ask for the issue of Brentwood to be re-
investigated.

2 Leyburn industrial area

The same argument applies to the industrial area to the southeast of Leyburn which borders
residential areas, especially Leyburn Station Yard. It has been everybody’s understanding that this
area is for light engineering and storage only, yet we have heavy engineering there and even in the
Conservation Area of the Station Building itself, we have strange goings-on in planning terms. The
tree planting scheme which should have been completed some twelve years ago has not even been
started.

3 Safeguarding Market Town image for the benefit of tourism

Given that the Planning Authority accepts that Leyburn plays an important part in the tourist
industry and is adjacent to the National Park, there is an abundance of plastic banners and
advertising clutter even in designated Conservation Areas. The Local Plan as presented for Leyburn is
minimalistic and requires detailed clarification with regards to Brentwood, protection of
Conservation Areas and the development of land for industrial and commercial use to the southeast
of Leyburn. There are also parking issues which affect the well-being of the town and Leyburn Town
Council has made it known that they are not engaging with the population about it; in fact they are
going to do nothing at all. That is unacceptable because this unelected Town Council represents
nobody except themselves.

4 Unneighbourly industry

The issue of HGVs coming through the town centre also needs to be looked at for there is no reason
why this practice should continue. Traffic from the quarries can use the Tank Road and there is, in
any event, no effective control over the pollution which the quarry in Leyburn causes and a
wheelwash should be installed.

5 Leyburn Medical Practice

I would also wish to enquire about the impact of the, what | would call, illegal planning activities in
relation to Leyburn Medical Practice. | would like to see it established that this must remain a
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Medical Centre and must not be changed to retail or office use. In fact, whilst there is no planning
permission for office use, we find that the Primary Care Trust operates an office from there. We also
have retailing in terms of a chemist there. Whilst these facilities are welcomed, they have
nonetheless been poorly thought out for the sake of the profit of a strange company, namely Trinity
Medical Properties Ltd, without taking adequate account of the neighbourhood in terms of
speeding, parking and general nuisance. It has recently been said by those “in the know” that
Leyburn Medical Practice, because it is on a severely restricted site, would be better situated
somewhere else, ie towards Bellerby.

6 Leyburn expansion

It would also be helpful, in the interests of the environment and the neighbourhood, if no more
increase in cheap housing takes place around the railway station, Again, a hotel was changed into
affordable housing, contrary to the Local Plan and low-quality housing was built at the petrol station.
In any event the proposed addition of 365 houses in Leyburn is in the wrong place and would
seriously change the nature of Leyburn as a typical Yorkshire market town, and the tourist industry.
It would bring more traffic to the school in Wensleydale Avenue and to the Medical Centre and
cause problems with an already problematic sewage system. In short, Leyburn requires an additional
main sewer. We have been subject to blockage and flooding and there have been problems with the
Brentwood pumping station.

7 Environmental issues

The Wensleydale Railway, whilst it might be an interesting arrangement for tourists, also creates a
substantial nuisance. They should be asked to work in accordance with the railway regulations as far
as whistle boards are concerned so that they do not blow the whistle when they feel like it, to the
distress of some, and that they do not discharge their burnable rubbish through the steam train
which causes a lot of black smoke and soot. Their diesel trains are equally not properly maintained.
In addition there is provision given for the railway to be allowed to burn thousands of tons within
the confines of Leyburn Town centre. Clearly this is a major industrial undertaking and there must be
rules. There is also a substantial nuisance from the constant burning of industrial waste and bonfires
(dioxins), slurry spreading to the south of Leyburn and the practice of sheep dipping with noxious
fumes on the southern borders of the town.

8 Conclusion

Whilst | have raised these issues within the framework of public consultation, as per enclosed
copy of my letter, | would like the Enquiry to take further account of my comments in that letter,
as well as in this document. | would be willing to appear before H M Inspector for examination. | am
equally concerned that delegated powers given to officers are being abused. These should not be
used, in my view, for substantive matters but for minor planning issues only and | hope that the
Council’s policy can be examined and that the Council is given proper advice on this, and also that
the legal standing of the Local Plan is properly explained as there is a general belief that the
consultation’s outcome and the Local Plan can be changed at will. Some wording is designed to
produce flexible interpretation and better legal definitions are required as it will otherwise make the
whole exercise of a Local Plan meaningless and subject to abuse.

Leyburn, 11 September 2012

Bernard Borman-Schreiber Esq, Graf von Ullersdorf tés
[Q.P. Z a/‘o T [OR CS}.)/SC'V/-?C_ dﬁ‘/:}(/‘? by
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From: "LDF" <ldf@hambleton.gov.uk>
To: "Bernard Borman"
Sent: 09 November 2011 12:32

Subject: RE: Richmondshire Local Development Framework consultation Sept 2011
Dear Consultee,

Thank you for your comments on the Richmondshire Local Development Framework Core Strategy
Proposed Changes.

All representations submitted will be considered during the production of the next version of the Plan,
the Proposed Submission Core Strategy, which is due to be published for formal representations early
next year. A Consultation Statement summarising comments received and our response will be
presented to the Council and published alongside the Proposed Submission document.

It is not our intention to reply to individual respondents, but you will be notified when the Plan is next
published.

Yours faithfully,

Planning Policy Team
Richmondshire District Council
Swale House

Frenchgate

Richmond

North Yorkshire

DL.10 4JE

Tel: 01748 828760

Fax: 01748 825071

Email: ldf@richmondshire.gov.uk
Website: www.richmondshire.gov.uk

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

’ | B CEESiEn e o]
working in partnership b

From: Bernard Borman

Sent: 09 November 2011 10:33
To: ldf@richmondshire.gov.uk
Cc:

Leyburn Town Council
Subject: Richmondshire Local Development Framework consultation Sept 2011

B D Borman-Schreiber, Graf von Ullersdorf
"Greenways"

Brentwood

Leybum

North Yorkshire DL8 5EP

Attn: Mr Graham Banks, Planning Policy Manager, Richmondshire DC
Dear Mr Banks

| refer to your letter 16 Sept 2011 and have studied your Consultation Paper and the Leyburn
Paper. Please find below my observations on both.

Consuitation Paper

06/09/2012
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General
Whilst | think that the documents you have produced are obviously very professional, | would like you to
consider

1) that this Local Plan [LP] has legal consequences and must be a guide in the future planning process. |
personally took part in the Public Enquiry under Inspector Turner in about 1997 at which the Inspector had
clearly agreed with my argument and his findings were accepted by the Council and incorporated into the
LP. When | discovered that the aspects of that LP were ignored | made representation again to the
following Public Enquiry, about 2000, in Thormborough Hall, Leyburn. | wanted to express the evidence that
the LP was not being followed. In conjunction with Harry Tabiner and the Planning Inspector, | was not
allowed to make such representation, the reason for which is still unknown to me. | believe that the costly
production of a LP should not just be an exercise to demonstrate that there had been a consultation but that
the outcome should truly result in a planning system and policy which gives particular attention to the views
of the consultees, ie, existing residents. | would like to draw specific attention to the words of Inspector
Turner when he said that existing residents should not be in constant fear of arbitrary changes to their
environment. He also paid attention to the danger of allowing exceptions as this could cause "leapfrogging".
The main concem at the time was the development in Leyburn Station Yard where B2 was allowed
because "one could still hear the birds sing in Brentwood". This was followed by two B2 enterprises and the
construction of low cost housing (flats). One has to bear in mind that the area was designated around a
Listed Building and next to a Conservation Area in a completely residential area. Further, the planning
stipulation of landscaping, made some 20 years ago, has still not been either started or completed. All this
happened under the planning chairmanship of Clir Scott and Clir Pat Middlemass who both had no
understanding of the planning process and lacked the common courtesy to deal with representations by
local residents. The new Local Development Framework must therefore be meaningful, especially since it is
a legal document. | would draw attention to the excellent paper which Mr Brian Hodges wrote some years
ago on the importance of the Local Plan in planning terms. The whole planning process is a quasi-judicial
process and needs to take into account highway policies of NYCC such as no major access roads through
residential areas. It has to considered that therefore the final document must be unambiguous, in plain
English and not woolly. Whilst obviously the present document has been professionally put together, it also
needs to be legally watertight as it will otherwise give rise to arguments about interpretation and
misunderstandings. | would like to quote the following sentence as an example: Page 5 of the document,
under 3c: "Do you agree with the rejection of no need for Core Strategy guidance to facilitate development?
If not, why not?". If | am correct in what | think this may mean, | would respond that a Local Development
Plan, ie, Core Strategy, is important to the existing inhabitants in order to protect their way of life and their
substantial financial investment. This view was also expressed, as already quoted, by Inspector Turner.
When one looks at Leyburn, one has to realise that the main economic element is tourism. Substantial
monies are spent in food establishments, bed and breakfasts, Tennants Auction House and shops in
general who would not thrive without tourism. The national advertising which Tennants are getting puts
Leyburn firmly on the map. If one considers the tourism importance of Richmond and Hawes, Leyburn is
clearly an important link in that concept. Its main attraction lies in the fact that it is a traditional Yorkshire
Market Town which has most facilities and is not boring. There are road issues in Leyburn and a safety
audit would be desirable, as well as adequate signposting on the motorway. The general appearance of the
town round the Market Square is very important and should be substantially enhanced to reflect the
importance of Leyburn in the promotion of tourism in the Yorkshire Dales. The constant straem of traffic,
which appears to exceed 500 vehicles a day, from the quarries right through Leyburn town centre is
undesirable. There should be no right tum arrangement from the quarry and a wheelwash is also long
overdue. Railway Street has become a race track and the use of Brentwood as an inner ring road, ie, major
access road, is undesirable and contrary to modern highway thinking. Again, Insp Turner said that there
should be no more traffic loading onto Brentwood, yet we have seen the contrary taking place due to an
expansion of the primary school, additional housing and the Medical Centre, as well as another Dental
Surgery. Again, this needs to be brought up to date. We now have proposals which are mentioned for the
site next to the Surgery to be used for residential development and the intentions are to put that traffic also
into Brentwood whilst it could equally be directed across the railway crossing onto Harmby Road. There are
further suggestions that additional housing around Maythorne Farm will also find its connection into
Brentwood over the small beck at the bottom of Wensleydale Avenue. That too had been previously
considered at a Public Enquiry but was rejected. If they want to develop that part of Leyburn, they have to
build new roads which foliow the principle of no major access roads through residential areas. There are
speeding, parking and noise issues on Brentwood. Many of these problems arise when some joyriders find
bumping over the humps, which are incidentally completely ineffective, fun. Mothers taking children to and
from the primary school and preventing buses from turning in the space provided in front of the school
because their "darlings” can't walk 50 feet to the main entrance, and to shift the problems of Maythorne
council estate and the school on to the residents of Brentwood is clearly not fair or desirable. | have
previously submitted to the Public Enquiry the views of a well-known and well-established Barrister on
planning law, and a well-respected firm of solicitors view also on planning law, confirming that my view on
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this subject conforms to the current national policy and the County policy of no major access roads through
residential areas. We now find that coaches, buses and lorries also travel through Brentwood because
there are no restrictions and because of the inadequate signposting people use Brentwood as a car park
rather than using RDC's car park. This causes annoyance to the residents and loses income for the
Council.

I will now comment on specific items within your document.
Brentwood

The whole issue of traffic requires some serious re-thinking, particularly since the existing speed limits are
frequently severely broken in an area where there are young children, two nursing homes, one surgery and
elderly residents.

1.1 It would not be in anybody’s interests to put affordable housing into existing developments as this has
already caused problems in Brentwood. There is a large site at the back of Leyburn Mart which is not used
by the Mart which could be better used and would not have substantial impact on existing neighbourhoods.

1.2 There is a maxim in English law which says that if you make an agreement you cannot in that
agreement agree to agree at a later stage. This paragraph seems to confront that very issue. What is the
need for any development, who identifies what needs there are, and on what basis? The so-called ability to
meet immediate needs should not be frustrated and is totally ambiguous and unlawful. It gives certain
interested parties the opportunity to claim needs which are by definition subjective and if they can lobby
sufficient Councillors to be on their side, the plans get approval contrary to the interests of the local people.
That makes the effective control of local development framework meaningless. We already have an
example of the steelwork activities in Leyburn Station Yard which is clearly B2, a classic case in point
where Local Plans were overridden by Councillors who took into account issues which they should not have
taken into account and ignored issues which they should have taken into account.

1.3 We need no encouragement in Leybum for development as the success of this Market Town depends
on it remaining so. There is plenty of space allocated for industrial and commercial development in
Catterick and Colburn and there is not exactly a housing shortage in Leyburn either.

1.4 Again, who decides what is most appropriate? The Local Development Plan needs to be more
specific.

1.5 This again is woolly and allows a weakening of the whole concept of a Local Development
Framework.

1.6 This is important to Leyburn because the environmental impact has already been ignored for too long
and no existing development is required other than by those who want to sell their land. This would support
the idea that any new development should not cause disadvantage to existing residents and if need be
infrastructure may require renewal and new roads need to be built to serve these areas.

2.1 Thisis a paragraph to agree to agree (see 1.2). The reference to an enhancement of the
infrastructure has been ignored in the past, in particular foul drainage. We, at "Greenways", Brentwood, and
"Willowside", and St Matthew's Terrace, have had substantial drainage problems over the years. On one
occasion we at "Greenways" were flooded because some developments channelled their surface water into
the foul drains which causes problems at the narrowing of the drain where the 9 inch drain is channelled
down the railway embankment through an iron pipe with 90 degree bends, of half the capacity. There is
clearly a need to have a new major drain going through parts of Leyburn before any more housing is
constructed. We have had flooding problems of the foul sewer off the Bellerby Road, also at Dale Grove
and at the bottom of Brentwood where there is a pump directing sewage into an already problematic sewer.

a.v. You are not likely to get much response on this one because the people of Leyburn are very
apathetic and not known for their literary prowess.

b.i. This is an open cheque and needs to be more closely defined. It is important that Hipswell, Scotton,
Colburn and Catterick are not linked to Leyburn. | cannot foresee that Leyburn ever will have the need to
share provisions, services and facilities with those areas. Leyburn has a unique and separate identity.
Special consideration should be given to the idea that developments in other areas does not have an
adverse impact on Leyburn, such as supermarkets and similar market facilities as exist in Leyburn.
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5.1 The "Leyburn area" needs to be more clearly defined as at the moment it is not clear to the uninitiated.

Since we are paying specific attention to town centres, | believe that the bus stops in Market Square,
Leyburn, should be moved to a more convenient location. If need be, pedestrianise the area from High
Street to Brentwood entirely and perhaps have bus stops there or in Commercial Square. There are
inadequate facilities in Commercial Square for disabled people to do their shopping. The entrance to the
Council car park next to the Golden Lion is dangerous because people come from a road traffic area right
across a pedestrian foothpath, and meet more pedestrians coming back from the car park. Road humps
would be appropriate. Better signposting of the dangers would also be helpful. | also believe that the
parking in Market Square should be limited to one hour, and since Richmondshire are employing a ticket
warden in thier car park, perhaps an arrangement could be made with Leyburn Town Council to include the
Market Square. The lights in the Market Square may be effective but they are visually quite awful. It would
be desirable if they had Victorian lantern types (as in Crakehall) right the way from the High Street to
Brentwood. The ginnels in Leyburn town centre are of unacceptable standards and require professional
resurfacing, and indeed better lighting. Whilst the trees planted in the Market Square have improved the
environment of that area, there is still a need to improve the visual impact and the existing pump could be
made into a more interesting feature in the Square. Tables and chairs outside some premises have become
popular. That should be encouraged with appropriate and fitting furniture. There is no understanding and no
facts are known about what is owned by the Town Council, the District or the Highways Authority and that
requires urgent clarification. Since the Town's Squares are an important part of the district's commercial life,
the funding of repairs to those road surfaces should be reconsidered because whilst the owners may be the
Town Council, the areas are in fact used as a highway. The appearance of gaudy shop signs and gaudy
plastic advertising banners should not be allowed as it is contrary to the interests of good town planning. A
re-alignment of Moor Road and the junction with the High Street could create a safer environment as the
current alignment prevents a clear view to the right and to the left. It could be considered that the mouth of
Moor Road should be next to the Kings Head public house. If need be, this could be improved by traffic
lights, taking into account Moor Road, Bellerby Road, the car park exit and the High Street.

Leyburn Paper

The increase of housing by 380 dwellings is far too high and would substantially change the nature of this
traditional Market Town (Leybum). The density is also too high. Leyburn is not short of employment
opportunities and to seek an increase of the employment areas by ten hectares is far too ambitious and
unnecessary. The land adjacent to Leybun Station has not been classified as industrial in the past and this
should not be done now. See the report by Insp Turner. Access to the Primary School and Wensleydale
School could be better achieved by upgrading Ford's Lane as both properties are adjacent to it. Some more
pleasant footpaths to the east of Leyburn would be desirable. Whilst there is a footpath across Maythorne
Farm, this area is invariably sprayed with slurry and that farm is an environmental nuisance because of this
activity. There is no possibility of enlarging Leyburn based on the current infrastructure. When one
compares the road safety arrangements in Richmond, one can safely say that the arrangements in Leyburn
are minimal and inadequate. Since we have lost the services of many police officers and staff, it is essential
to engineer problems out of the Highway arrangement. There desperately need to be some restrictions on
Railway St and Harmby Road because hardly anyone observes the speed limit. Could we please have a
weight restriction aiso on Brentwood? It is also important that any additional use adjacent to the Leyburn
Business Park, and local people have specifically insisted on the use of the words business park rather
than industrial park, good architecture should be used as this is effectively the entrance to the Dales.
Tennants is one of the most important enterprises in the Town, if not the District. Tree planting and tree
conservation are important to the visual impact on the town. The woods behind Thornborough Hall are an
important inner town park area and maybe the Listed Folly there could be suitably repaired and could be
used as an open air theatre, or some other tourist attraction such as a medieval market or other theme.

Conclusion

I have done by best to consider the wellbeing of Leyburn Town as a community and to safeguard the
environment for local residents. | hope that my contribution will not follow the usual route into the filing
system, confirming that "htank you for your communicatin which we will take into account”. Consultations
have to be meaningful and most positively be reflected in the final Plan. | am giving a copy of this document
to my County Councillor, District Councillors and Leyburn Town Council in the hope that they too will
engage with you. | would urge you to consider using clearer English so that it is unambiguous in this quasi-
judicial process and readily understood by all concerned. You have a particularly good Councillor in Clir
Harris, who is English perfect. Perhaps he might be invited to look at the phraseology. Also, some legal
advice could be obtained so that a confiict of law is avoided. Such safety precautions would prevent
unnecessary arguments, work and correspondence, and complaints to the Ombudsman. | speak from
experience.
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Yours sincerely
B D Borman-Schreiber, Graf von Ullersdorf, F. Inst. D.

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

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

Hambleton District Council, Civic Centre, Stone Cross, Northallerton, DL6 2UU.
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Richmondshire District Council
Local Plan Core Strategy
Proposed Submission
August 2012
Representations Form

Please read the quidance notes before completing this form

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

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

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

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

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

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

Part A — Personal details

Your Details Agent’s Details
Title Mr
First name Craig
Last name Barnes
Job title (if applicable) Graduate Planner
Work/organisation (if Gladman Developments
applicable)
Address Gladman House
Alexandria Way
Congleton
Cheshire
Postcode Cw12 1LB
Telephone No. 01260 288885
Email address c.barnes@gladman.co.uk
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Part B - Your representation

Please use a separate sheet for each representation.

Name/Organisation Craig Barnes, Gladman Developments

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

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

Page/paragraph number(s) Pg 24

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

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

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

Know

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

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

a) Justified

b) Effective

c¢) Consistent with national policy

XXX X

d) Positively prepared

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

Policy SP4 sets the annual requirement of the Core Strategy at 180 dwellings per
annum in Richmondshire. The latest evidence base was published in the 2011 North
Yorkshire Strategic Housing Partnerships Strategic Housing Market Assessment
(produced by GVA Grimley and published in November 2011), and identifies a need
of 260 Affordable dwellings per annum over the next five years to meet the existing
backlog (see page 117 appendix 4, NYSHP SHMA, GVA Grimley 2011).

The Richmondshire Scrutiny of Population Estimates and Projections (2012) is not
based on the latest and most up to date evidence, as it uses the 2008 and 2006 ONS
population projections.

The whole tone of the NPPF is centred on delivering sustainable development and
there is a clear recognition that development means growth. In order to ensure that
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this is delivered, the NPPF highlights that the supply of housing needs to be
significantly boosted and that local planning authorities should use their evidence
base to ensure that their Local Plan meets the full, objectively assessed needs for
market and affordable housing in the housing area (§47 NPPF).

§158 of the NPPF goes on to state:
“Each local planning authority should ensure that the Local Plan is
based on adequate up to date and relevant evidence...Local planning
authorities should ensure that their assessment of and strategies for
housing , employment and other uses are integrated, and that they take
full account of relevant market and economic signals.”

§159 of the NPPF states:
“Local planning authorities should have a clear understanding of housing
needs in their area. They should:

e Prepare a Strategic Housing Market Assessment to assess
their full housing needs, working with neighbouring
authorities where housing markets cross administrative
boundaries...”

It is clear that housing requirement evidence base documents need to take full
account of population and household projections produced by the Office for National
Statistics (ONS) and the Department for Communities and Local Government (CLG)
respectively and should take full account of migration and demographic change.
However, these are not the only factors that should be taken into account when
deriving the full housing requirement for an area and they should only be used to
provide the starting point to ensuring that the Local Plan caters for housing demand
and the scale of supply necessary to meet that demand (§159 NPPF).

It is clear throughout the NPPF that Local Plans should be predicated on a robust
and clearly evidenced assessment of the full housing need of an area. In order to
ensure that this is achieved many other factors need to be taken into account:

Household Formation Rates - It is clear in evidence collated by CLG in their
‘Household Projections 2033 - England’ document (2010) that average household
formation rates have been declining since 2006 and are forecast to continue to
decline. This needs to be factored into to the SHMA to ensure that it is based on the
latest up-to date and statistically robust information.

Net Inward Migration — The NPPF states that SHMAs should meet household and
population projections, taking account of migration and demographic change. It is
essential therefore that migration is factored into the calculation of housing
requirements for the area.

Backlog/Hidden Homeless — Many local authorities have consistently under-provided
housing against targets set out in adopted Regional Spatial Strategies (RSS). These
documents were subject to significant scrutiny and were found to be based on robust
evidence. Therefore, if local authorities have not provided sufficient homes to meet
their RSS targets, then there is a need to ensure that their housing requirement in
forthcoming Local Plans includes an element to address this backlog. The Inspector
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at the recent Bath and North East Somerset Core Strategy Examination concluded
that, if it is accepted that the past failure to deliver housing in the Local Plan period
can be ignored then this would justify ignoring future failure to deliver which could be
repeated in all subsequent reviews of the local plan. This approach would
progressively depress the housing requirement, creating a self-fulfilling justification
for less housing growth to be planned than is required. It is clear from this statement
that the Inspectorate expects local authorities to address the backlog in the
preparation of the new local plans.

This backlog could also be equated to the hidden homeless that the ‘Delivering
Stability: securing our future housing needs’ report, Kate Barker (2004) described as
“those people without self-contained accommodation”. SHMAs should therefore
make a clear assessment of the numbers of hidden homeless within their housing
market areas using data such as local authority waiting lists, to ensure that this is
factored into the revised housing requirement when reviewing the Local Plan.

Census 2011 — Preliminary results from the Census 2011 have recently been
released by the ONS. These clearly show that the population of the country has not
only risen in the last 10 years but an additional 476,000 people have been counted
because of the previous under-estimation of international migration and shortfalls on
2001 Census day. There is therefore clearly a need to factor in a requirement for the
additional population identified in Census 2011 into SHMAs.

Housing Vacancy Rates — The Home Builders Federation (HBF) stated that there is a
need to provide not only the housing required for an area but also to allow for an
additional 3% vacancy rate to ensure that everyone has a home and there is a
healthy ‘churn’ in the housing market. SHMAs should therefore factor in an additional
3% to the housing requirement to take account of these vacancies.

Economic Factors — NPPF states that local authorities should ensure that their
assessment of and strategies for housing, employment and other uses are integrated
and take full account of relevant market and economic signals (§158 NPPF). It is
usual for Local Plans to set objectives that seek an increase in economic activity
within the local authority area over the plan period and in order for this objective to be
properly delivered; a suitable supply of housing is required. Therefore, up-to-date
economic forecasts must be used to assess future job growth within the local
authority and these should be fed into the housing requirement calculation to ensure
that sufficient housing is provided to accommodate the future workforce. This
calculation should be justified with a suitable and robust homes to job ratio.

Off-setting a falling working age population — In many local authority areas the
population is ageing. Working populations are falling and as a result, employers have
to look further afield for their workforce. This has the implication of increasing
commuting levels which could lead to an unsustainable approach to the future
development of the area. Therefore, the SHMA should factor in the need for the
additional households that would be required to offset the loss of working age
population. In addition, areas that have been traditionally attractive to an ageing
population will continue to be so which will mean that a proportion of new housing will
be inhabited by the non-working age population. Therefore, this should also be
factored into the housing requirement calculation if the authority is seeking to
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stabilise or increase the working age population.

Addressing Affordability — The provision of affordable housing is often one of the
main priorities that local authorities seek to address through their Local Plan. | note
that in the draft Core Strategy this aim is made clear as a Strategic Objective at
paragraph 3.1.4 bullet point b. However, the only way to improve affordability is to
provide housing. If SHMAs suggest that a certain level of affordable housing is
required and the authority are not seeking to address that need in full through the
Local Plan, then the only possible result is that the affordability gap will get worse.
Local Plan housing requirements should therefore reflect the full need for affordable
housing provision, as required by §47 of NPPF, if addressing affordability is to be
achieved.

Duty to Cooperate — The Duty to Cooperate is a legal requirement placed on local
authorities by the Localism Act 2011 (§110). It is a requirement for local authorities to
work together on cross-boundary and strategic issues to ensure that these issues are
co-ordinated and clearly reflected in Local Plans. Local Planning Authorities should
therefore ensure that their SHMAs are prepared on a joint basis if housing market
areas cross authority boundaries. These assessments should identify if neighbouring
authorities are proposing to meet their full housing requirement within their own
authority area and if not, what proportion will be expected to be delivered within their
authority. Therefore, it is considered that the Local Plan should build into the housing
requirement a factor to account for the possible non-delivery of housing in a
neighbouring authority area.

Non-Delivery of Local Plan Allocations — Often, local plan allocations do not deliver
the level of housing that was anticipated when they were allocated. This is
demonstrated with the only remaining housing allocation from the Local Plan at
Maythorne Farm, east of Leyburn, which is allocated for 90 units and assessed in the
SHELAA as having a capacity for 60 units. It is anticipated that this situation will
continue to occur throughout the life of each local plan and therefore, additional
allocations should be made above and beyond the identified housing requirement to
ensure that the full housing requirement is actually delivered. In fact, the Inspector at
the Bath and North East Somerset Core Strategy Examination concluded in
paragraph 7 that the authority should make “changes to the plan to fully
accommodate the assessed needs and demands or evidence to demonstrate that
doing so would result in adverse impacts which would significantly and demonstrably
outweigh the benefits”. It is considered that this shows that the Inspectorate expect
the housing requirement for an area to be met in full.

Phasing Policy — Phasing policies should not be utilised to arbitrarily stop
development that is considered to be acceptable from coming forward. There is a
presumption in favour of sustainable development set out in NPPF and Greg Clark
makes it very clear in his Ministerial Foreword that “Development that is sustainable
should go ahead, without delay”. The only acceptable use of a phasing policy would
be to regulate sites coming forward that rely on the delivery of a significant piece of
infrastructure before they can be deemed to be acceptable. Therefore, phasing
policies that determine when sites should come forward through the plan period
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would be considered to be unsound set against this guidance. In fact, the delivery of
appropriate and sustainable sites ahead of any phasing proposed would only benefit
an area in terms of economic viability and boosting significantly the supply of
housing.

The housing target proposed is also negative in its approach to fulfilling the needs of
the local population. This negativity is highlighted in the Core Strategy at Paragraph
4.6.11 (also Pg 67) stating that “it is unlikely that new development will ever meet
demand for affordable housing.” Therefore it is more important than ever to set the
most ambitious affordable housing targets possible, whilst maintaining the viability of
local development”. The SHLAA has assessed that there are sites available that
could deliver 10,621 units in 0 — 15 years (708 dpa). With an affordable housing
requirement of between 30% to 40% there are therefore sites available with the
ability to deliver average of 212 to 283 dpa affordable dwellings. Paragraph 14 of the
NPPF states:

“At the heart of the National Planning Policy Framework is a presumption in favour of
sustainable development, which should be seen as a golden thread running through
both plan-making and decision-taking:

For plan-making this means that:

e Jocal planning authorities should positively seek opportunities to meet the
development needs of their area;

e Local Plans should meet objectively assessed needs, with sufficient flexibility
to adapt to rapid change, unless:

1. any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably
outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in this
Framework taken as a whole; or

2. specific policies in this Framework indicate development should be
restricted.”

With the proposed housing requirement of 180 dpa not even meeting the evidenced
affordable housing requirement of 260 dpa in the 2011 SHMA, the Core Strategy is
‘planning to fail’ and runs completely contrary to the requirements in paragraph 14 of
the NPPF. The SHMA also states that average house prices in the district are up to
10x average income and have increased 128% since 2001. The continued under-
provision of affordable properties will only serve to exacerbate existing problems.

Having regard to the examination of Local Plans, §182 of the NPPF sets 4 criteria for
a plan to be found “sound”. This includes a requirement for the plan to be ‘consistent
with national policy’ and states that the plan should enable the delivery of sustainable
development in accordance with the policies in the NPPF.

The emerging Core Strategy policies for housing growth must therefore be based on
an up to date SHMA in order for the Core Strategy to be considered sound and in line
with the NPPF. In consideration of this and the above, the proposed annual housing
target does not adhere to national guidance and the Core Strategy is therefore un-
sound.

(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:

For the reasons outlined above the emerging Core Strategy policies for housing
growth must be based on an up to date SHMA in order for the Core Strategy to be
considered sound and in line with the NPPF. In consideration of this and the above,
the proposed annual housing target does not adhere to national guidance and the
Core Strategy is therefore un-sound.

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

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:

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

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

Inspector’'s Report Publication X Post |
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Adoption

| X

| Email

S

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:

Craig Barnes

Date:

12/09/2012
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Richmondshire District Council
Local Plan Core Strategy
Proposed Submission
August 2012
Representations Form

Please read the quidance notes before completing this form

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

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

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

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

Alternatively, you can email: 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 Melisa
Last name Burnham

Job title (if applicable)

Senior Engineer- LDF

Work/organisation (if

applicable) North Yorkshire County
Council, Highways
Address
East Block
County Hall
Northallterton
DL7 8AD
Postcode

Telephone No.

Email address




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

North Yorkshire County Council, Local
Highway Authority

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

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

Table 2: Local objectives 2 and 4

Page/paragraph number(s)

Page 14

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:

The plan recognises the pressures on the local highway network and in particular the A6136
and the capacity of this road, which is subject to some congestion in peak times.

We support Local objectives 2 and 4, which identify the need for sustainable forms of
transport and the need for partnership working.






9086

(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 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 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: Melisa Burnham

Date: 13.9.12
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Richmondshire District Council
Local Plan Core Strategy
Proposed Submission
August 2012
Representations Form

Please read the quidance notes before completing this form

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

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

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

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

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

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

Part A — Personal details

Your Details Agent’s Details
Title Mrs
First name Melisa
Last name Burnham

Job title (if applicable)

Senior Engineer LDF

Work/organisation (if

applicable) North Yorkshire County
Council, Highways
Address
East Block
County Hall
Northallterton
DL7 8AD
Postcode

Telephone No.

Email address




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 North Yorkshire County Council, Local
Highway Authority

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

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

Page/paragraph number(s) Table 6, Chapter 5

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:

Acknowledge and support the ‘Road Network/Transport’ of the Infrastructure delivery plan.
We are satisfied with the projects mentioned here, however do have concerns about the
suggested project timescales, funding of which dependent on developer funding and CIL.

We are satisfied that this risk has been recognised and addressed in 5.26, page 95.
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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 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 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: Melisa Burnham

Date: 13.9.12
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Richmondshire District Council
Local Plan Core Strategy
Proposed Submission
August 2012
Representations Form

Please read the quidance notes before completing this form

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

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

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

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

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

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

Part A — Personal details

Your Details Agent’s Details
Title Mrs
First name Melisa
Last name Burnham

Job title (if applicable)

Senior Engineer LDF

Work/organisation (if

applicable) North Yorkshire County
Council, Highways
Address
East Block
County Hall
Northallterton
DL7 8AD
Postcode

Telephone No.

Email address




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

North Yorkshire County Council, Local
Highway Authority

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

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

CP2 and CP8

Page/paragraph number(s)

Page 58 and 72

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)






9086

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:

These policies support North Yorkshire County Council’s Local Transport Plan’s commitment
to manage, maintain and improve transport networks and services.

CP2- Achieving sustainable development, improved access for all to local services and the
decrease in the need to travel by encouraging public transport.

CP8- Achieving rural sustainability and improving public transport links.
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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 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 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: Melisa Burnham

Date: 13.9.12











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
‘ownloaded 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 ML, (VALY
First name M K\-LL

Last name l\lEEb'ﬂMV\ )}(\! &

Job title TG\l

(if applicable)

Work/Organisation } ﬁ(‘{ S Ml\\:l\@\ ‘PAKTIQ'ES&H &)

(if applicable)

T e e A B et Do
HRWeEL Cead %&\mg
e (e, D

Postcode DS LAY )LE 1L

Telephone no. O\32S 26039

Email address 3 i\\@dadi&?\anmnﬂ O UK

7
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PART B - Your representation(s)
Please use a separate form for each representation

Name/Organisation: alis ?JA’NQ WA YA I\)‘E-SZ’SHHP

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 —FTal= 2
Page/paragraph number(s) 17- 2B

Please Note: Your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting
information necessary to fully support/justify the representation and the suggested change, as there will not

normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations. After this stage, further submissions will
be only at the request of the Inspector, based on the matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

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

(a) Legally compliant ]2/ D D

(b) Sound Q/ [] L]

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)

| Juustifiea
D Effective

I:I Consistent with national policy

I:’ 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
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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:

Tole B

<oRoRT  StaEae TElechve st 4Roym
AER .

Tak A dccavds Wi Rl "Ha V\\M
Pouey 1w e Nanenn Ponnag

Toamadeve. CQPEE D) v idenkihes

A ltahdn fov grovta Wimdh ©  Sustamable
Jvd AAdWeo b ik WonlAd cveade 2
Sustanal L ) WACWSWE dird Waxed CLWMJWM
Cgﬁcﬁaﬁ & QPPF'),

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

es, | 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:

\\((L Ne@w&mmq A Key Skl Budcuiney
e SWakeaic WAL MEA Ml Wk o mondaV/
TR ?U@: W A" Plovany] Proeess

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

spector's Report Publication

| Jadoption

Please notify me by:

[ ]Post
[ Jeman

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: Gan ﬂ(\/\.ﬁ'\/s/)"\' 2oz
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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
ownloaded 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 Y8 MRS

First name M 3’“_‘_

Last name QEED{-WV\ Mlg

?i?la);g:ﬁzable) ?A’(aﬁd& ,

b el DA AT PaleRsuP
g +“ WELL L Ca L (74 SRST MavsE. Wuad
&sn-u_ DaRuNCTEN

M o= (6. DR

Postcode DLY 4y DIz e

Telephone no. O\3Z25 REORNG

Email address '\i\l@,daﬂ is‘\)\mnm@q-. O O
J
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PART B - Your representation(s)
Please use a separate form for each representation

Name/Organisation: DA\] R \aVnx PP;WQEE&“! T

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) P32
Page/paragraph number(s) | { % & — L. 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 ...?
(o] Don't know

Yes N
(a) Legally compliant |]/ l:) D
(b) Sound N N []

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 itis NOT...? (please refer to guidance notes)

D Consistent with national policy

D Positively prepared

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

continue on a separate sheet if necessary
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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 i'fbglfou 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:

?&\/@(@V\s L33 — LB &

The Lstal Pian 'LSV WA g\AM& W 5Pk 3 &g?&@\
v Suklwmant \Mlks. \n c;w\g\ame\ AeElcp ik
Mg \pLank 1S \tmxkﬁ_ g A HMed W Adlance E
Mo e ﬂ?@l&\ e Plon S w lme
Wite  Naxionsl Vi D W A R GAY WA
Y NM({V\M %/\vu&q Pa@\ Trwvmen e QQ;PP;:)
I Sethion |4,

continue on a separate sheet if necessary

If your representation is seeking a change to the Core Sirategy 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
es, | 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:

s Fannng Rnaane  Wisk 0 Retd@eR
e commdnan (n sl < tmswe nar
Pracpol Srladldes  IW/ests St mEt ~ Prndieed.

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

Erffs(pe tor's Report Publication
doption
Please notify me by:

D Post
(e

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: l: :I Date: é){'VL A:V\@’\/dﬂ 20YL. J
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Richmondshire Local Plan: Core Strategy: Table of Respondents

Ref
4780

5311

5315

5514
6059

6251

7662

7832
7913

8905

9064
9086

9105

9106

Respondent Name
Cllr Tony Duff

Mark Whyman

Mr Campbell
Dawson

Ms Sara Robin
Mr John Gill

Mr John Gill

Ms Gillian Howells

Mr Godfrey Kane
Mrs Vicki Raven

The Hon Bernard
Derek Borman-
Schreiber Graf v.
Ullersdorf

Mr Craig Barnes

Ms Melissa Burnham

Mr M Needham

Mr G Simpson

Respondent Company Agent
Richmond and District Civic
Society

Newton Morrell Parish Meeting

Yorkshire Wildlife Trust
CPRE (Swaledale)
Aldbrough St John Parish
Council

Richmond Business and
Tourism Association
Former Royal Mail
Scorton Parish Council

Gladman Developments

North Yorkshire County Council

Davis Planning
Partnership
Davis Planning
Partnership

Davis Planning Partnership

Davis Planning Partnership
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RICHMONDSHIRE

DISTRICT CQUNCIL

Richmondshire District Council
Local Plan Core Strategy
Proposed Submission
August 2012

Representations Form

Please read the guidance notes before completing this form

This form comprises two paris:
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
‘aswnloaded from www.richmondshire.gov.uk/localplan.aspx

rou 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 j
YOUR DETAILS AGENT'S DETAILS
Title K. NA
First name 8‘ ; :STLL_
Last name &'IM\&O N )}(‘1 \S

Job titl

(i?ap::)liecable) PARTNES

Work/Organisati : - :
(ifc:ppli::g?)rlga i WAR TANNNG Palr Ve

ot 9 st Quunos e 17 RosT Honse Wua
Catelked iuace DARUNTTEN

Postcode Lo WP L 2B

Telephone no. O1225 360 =S

Email address j\\'\\@da\:hss;maw/\n\q <o, QW&
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. PART B - Your representation(s)
Please use a separate form for each representation

Name/Organisation: )ﬁ(\hg ’-PLM\\’QN\YK MTQ?E-PSL“P

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) Cr=

Page/paragraph number(s) | 4. 3.2 - 4, B.¢

Please Note: Your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting
information necessary to fully support/justify the representation and the suggested change, as there will not

normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations. After this stage, further submissions will
be only at the request of the Inspector, based on the matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

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

(a) Legally compliant B/ |:|
(b) Sound B [] []

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)
I:] Justified
I:l Effective

D Consistent with national policy

I:l Positively prepared

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

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

continue on a separate sheet if necessary
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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:

cPo3 TTAURPR (.32 -0z
This Dhnge Core vadeay i live ok,
N@\«m\a\ g P ey Auk N akena)
Povning Yoloy Framewelic (NP
Rodipdoly Jp@g& m@a@_ W MA
RAG/APA 4 O] PR | ‘
mS lefﬂ M W "h/Uf ﬂﬁ}v&lﬂ% QWM\S&'(E\\
as e Lezal Pan & aiv & Adke Wi twe
Sutrtement  lwna it ’Pﬂtd&&

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
es, | wish fo 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:

D,;w"l% ?l'awmq Earwgk@ S R ke Qoke
N WE Exauaiaxion 83 _Zrmensangzs S
Key stueendldevs i twe Divick.

If you wish to be notified of future stages of plan preparation, please tick the appropriate box(es) below:
lgﬁﬁbmission for Examination
[ (Jmspector's Report Publication
loption
Please notify me by:
[ ]Post
e
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.

~ Jr——

Signature: Date: &k\/\k\mﬁ;\- 2OVZ_










