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INTRODUCTION

This report describes the consultation process carried out and results
obtained by the Council in relation to the Development Policies Issues and
Options of the Local Development Framework. The consultation is required
by Regulation 25 of the Local Development Framework Regulations as part of
the pre-submission consultation on the Development Policies Development
Plan Document.

The consultation has been undertaken in accordance with the programme and
timetable set out in the Local Development Scheme for the preparation of the
Local Development Framework.

In addition the consultation has followed the methodology and techniques set
out in the Submitted Statement of Community Involvement, which is available
to view on our website www.hambleton.gov.uk

The Statement of Community Involvement in turn reflects the guidance given
in “Creating Local Development Frameworks: A Companion Guide to PPS12”
which contains much useful advice on effective engagement with
communities.

Valuable experience of community engagement was gained from the earlier
major consultation exercise on Key Issues (November 2003) for the
Hambleton Local Development Framework. Both this experience and the
consultations on Core Strategy Issues and Options (April/May 2005) and the
Statement of Community Involvement itself in June and July 2005 were drawn
on in carrying out the Development Policies Issues and Options consultation.


http://www.hambleton.gov.uk/

2.1

2.2.

2.3

2.4

CONSULTATION METHODS: HOW DID WE CONSULT?

The consultation methods used were a combination of a prepared document
(the Development Policies Issues and Options Report); letters to individuals
and bodies including Parish Councils; press notices; and posters. Finally a
copy of the Development Policies Issues and Options Report was posted on
the Hambleton Council web site. The main elements of the consultation
programme are set out below.

The Development Policies Issues and Options Report was circulated for
comment to more than 250 organisations and individuals included in the
Hambleton Local Development Framework List of Consultees. Seventy of
those contacted responded by submitting individual letters which gave
answers to specific questions about each of the 47 policy principles or
stances. Arrangements were made to provide the Development Policies
Issues and Options Report in alternative formats in accordance with the
Council’'s Equal Opportunities Policy. Over 150 copies were supplied in CD
format, the remainder in paper. There were no requests to supply the Report
and associated documents in any other formats.

Regarding media contact, the text of the relevant press notices is included as
Appendix 3.

A web-based discussion forum was available for individuals to submit
comments on the Development Plan Issues and Options and Preferred
Options Reports. Very few hits were recorded in response to putting the
Issues and Options Report on the web site and no actual comments were
made electronically.
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CONSULTEES: WHOM DID WE CONSULT?

Copies of the Development Policies Issues and Options Report were
circulated to more than 250 individuals and organisations recorded in the
Local Development Framework List of Consultees compiled by Hambleton
District Council. The list was drawn up in accordance with the Town and
Country Planning (Local Development) Regulations 2004 and therefore
includes “specific consultation bodies” such as the Yorkshire and Humber
Regional Assembly, and Government agencies like English Nature and the
Highways Agency. In addition, a large number of “general consultation
bodies” were consulted representing voluntary groups, ethnic minorities,
religious groups, disabled persons and business community representatives.
They included Age Concern, the Gypsy Council, Churches Together, the
Learning Disability Partnership and Business Solutions. The list of
Development Policies Issues and Options consultees is attached as Appendix
1 to this report.

Responses were received from 70 of the Consultees by letter based on the
guestions, a response rate of about 28% (see Appendix 2 for a list of
respondents). All the Consultees who were sent copies of the Issues and
Options Report were selected on the basis of the interests and responsibilities
of the individual or organisation concerned.

Both the Government and Hambleton District Council are keen to ensure that
the Local Development Framework reflects a broad cross-section of
community interest, including traditionally hard-to-reach groups such as young
people and disabled groups and the List of Consultees demonstrates that.



SECTION 4 — RESPONSES: WHAT DID THEY SAY?

4.1

4.2

4.3.

The following analysis is structured around the 5 themes for the Hambleton
Local Development Framework and draws together the views of all who
responded to the consultation on the Development Policies Issues and
Options. It provides a general review of the responses received about each of
the 47 policy stances which the Council considered would enable the Core
Strategy and its 21 Core Policies to be delivered.

Not surprisingly, replies varied widely according to the interests and
responsibilities of the individuals and organisations concerned. Much valuable
information was given by the respondents and the opinions expressed have
provided an essential background and input in framing the Preferred Options,
the next stage in preparing the Development Policies Development Plan
Document. Section 5 of this Report explains how the consultation responses
to the Issues and Options have influenced the choice of the Development
Policies Preferred Options.

THEME — MEETING LOCAL DEVELOPMENT NEEDS SUSTAINABLY

CP1 — Sustainability

DP1 — Protecting Public Amenity

4.3.1. Question 1

Do you agree with the need for specific guidance on public amenity?
What is important in the local Hambleton context, which should be
covered in the LDF policy? Should prescriptive standards (perhaps in
SPD), be incorporated, or should the DPD seek to set general
principles?

Analysis: Of the 70 respondents, 37 replied to this question of whom 35
were in favour although some heavily qualified their support. Many of the 35
thought a policy protecting public amenity would be very important and that
the Development Policies Document should, therefore, set out guiding
principles on amenity. However, opinions varied as to whether detailed
standards should be prescribed or general principles stated and there were
also different views about whether or not the details should be in DP1 or in a
subsequent Supplementary Planning Document.

DP2 — Securing Developer Contributions

4.3.2. Question 2

Do you agree that specific guidance on the requirements for planning
obligations should be contained in the LDF, or should reliance be placed
solely on Circular 05/05? What are the priorities for developer
contributions that should be covered? Should guidance be located
preferably in SPD?

Analysis: Just over half the 70 respondents replied to this question with 30
supporting DP2 and 7 against. However, while the majority were in favour of
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a policy which required developers to contribute towards off-setting the impact
of their proposals, opinions were keenly divided on this issue with most
opposition coming from developers. The possibility of a Supplementary
Planning Document spelling out the detail, was generally preferred to detail in
the policy itself. As to what the contributions might relate to, priorities
suggested were the need for new schools, service infrastructure and public
open spaces. Affordable housing was also a popular suggestion and public
art was mentioned too. Another frequent idea was that any policy should take
account of local priorities.

CP2 — Minimisation of Travel and Alternatives to the Car

DP3 — Site accessibility

4.3.3. Question 3:
Do you agree with the need for specific guidance on site accessibility?
What is important in the local Hambleton context, which should be
addressed in the LDF? How radical should the approach be, taking into
account the largely rural nature and relatively poor public transport
accessibility of Hambleton? Should prescriptive standards (perhaps in
SPD) be incorporated, or should the DPD seek to set general principles?

Analysis: The same numbers of respondents, 37, replied to this question, of
whom 7 were opposed to the policy. Furthermore, 10 of the supporters gave
only qualified support. Many respondents pointed out that the rural nature of
Hambleton means that cars are, and will remain, the most important means of
transport and further, that adequate car parking provision will always be
required. In addition, sustainable transport should not be provided to the
detriment of other important issues, such as prosperity. On the other hand, it
was argued that greater consideration should be given to the implications of
climate change. Finally, opinions differed on the need for general, rather than
specific guidance on this issue, either in a policy or in a Supplementary
Planning Document.

DP4 — Inclusive access for all

4.3.4. Question 4
Do you agree with the need for specific guidance on access for disabled
people? What is important in the local Hambleton context, which should
be addressed in the LDF? Would guidance be better incorporated within
the DPD’s treatment of general design principles?

Analysis: A total of 30 replies were received to this question, 24 of which
were in agreement with the policy principles. Many of them said that access
needs of disabled people should be the subject of a planning policy in addition
to it being a specific requirement under the Building Regulations. It was also
pointed out that access should be an important consideration in design right
from the outset. Again, opinion was divided on the need for specific guidance
in the form of a Supplementary Planning Document or a Development Policy
on this subject. The six replies opposed to the policy thought the Building
Regulations alone were sufficient to achieve full disabled access.
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CP3 -

4.3.5

4.3.6.

4.3.7.

Community Facilities

DP5 — Community facilities

Question 5:

Do you agree with the need for specific guidance on community
facilities? What are the priorities in the Hambleton context, and can you
suggest particular approaches that could be supported by the LDF?

Analysis: Thirty-four consultees replied to this question and only one was
against the policy. Those in favour emphasised the need to protect existing
village services. On the other hand, North Yorkshire County Council
suggested a more positive approach should be taken to providing new and
enhanced facilities, which might be better located than old ones anyway.
However, a number of respondents felt that the redevelopment of community
facility sites should be actively resisted.

DP6 — Public Utilities

Question 6

Do you agree with the need for specific guidance on public utilities?
What is important in the Hambleton context, which would not otherwise
be covered by national guidance? What issues concerning
infrastructure investment (and its timing) could be addressed in the
detailed LDF policy?

Analysis: Thirty-two replies were made to this question; everyone one of
them recognised that developments should be adequately serviced, a number
adding that the quality of services should not be reduced by the impact of new
development. There were particular concerns about the capacity of existing
systems, especially sewerage and drainage, for example in the Easingwold
area. A strong claim was made for public utilities being mindful of
environmental considerations. Another respondent pointed out that culverting
of water courses should not be permitted. However, not everyone thought
that a policy on public utilities was always best and suggested relying on
statutory procedures instead. Several respondents argued for consideration
of alternatives to overhead power lines but most would support the use of
sustainable drainage systems.

DP7 — Telecommunications

Question 7:

Do you agree with the need for specific guidance on
telecommunications? What is important in the Hambleton context,
which would not otherwise be covered by national guidance? Are there
any areas or locations that should be specified as inappropriate for
telecommunications equipment, and why?

Analysis: Twenty-three consultees answered this question, only 2 being
against the policy. Telecommunications were regarded by some, especially
service providers, as a key driver to the economy in rural areas and that
guidance should be contained in the Local Development Framework. Others
however, were concerned that schools and housing should have buffer zones
and that local communities be involved in the decision making process. A
view was put that the existing policy from the Hambleton District Wide Local
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Plan should be retained or that the Council should rely on advice in Planning
Policy Guidance Note 8.

CP4 — Locational Principles

DP8 — Development limits

4.3.8. Question 8
Do you agree with the principle of designating Development Limits, or
are there other better approaches, for example a criteria based Policy?
Is there any further guidance (additional to that provided by the other
LDF policies) that you think should be provided to control development
within the defined Development Limits?

Analysis: There was considerable interest in development limits; of the 42
who responded to this question, 33 were in favour of a policy. Some
respondents said that development limits should be defined by boundaries
shown on the Proposals Map. Others thought that development limits should
be replaced by criteria which would be more flexible and appropriate.
Opinions differed as to whether the existing boundaries identified in the
District-Wide Local Plan should stay as they are or be revised. Some argued
that the development limits should be amended, creating opportunities for
development. There was also a strong case put for accepting development
close to or adjoining development limits.

DP9 — Development outside development limits

4.3.9. Question 9:
What if any specific guidance on development outside Development
Limits should be contained in the LDF? With particular reference to the
area designated as Green Belt — do you agree that the existing area
designated as Green Belt in the Hambleton DWLP (including the current
Green Belt insets) should be carried forward into the LDF, and are there
any specific areas of policy guidance which should apply in this Green
Belt area not otherwise be covered by national guidance?

Analysis: All together, 32 replies to question 9 were received and almost all
(30) supported the policy. In line with the point expressed above under DPS8,
some respondents felt a “softer approach” to development should be taken in
smaller settlements. Furthermore, specific mention was made of previously
developed sites outside proposed limits being permitted for development if
they were suitable. Notwithstanding that, protection of the green belt and the
countryside was generally considered very important.

DP10 - Form of settlements

4.3.10 Question 10
Do you agree with the need for specific guidance on the form of
settlements? Does the concept of green wedges in the DWLP remain
valid, and should the designated areas be carried forward unchanged
from the DWLP? Can spaces of townscape importance be best
protected from development by a criteria-based policy or would
identifying such sites on the Proposals Map be best?
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Analysis: Thirty-five consultees answered this question; 32 supported a
settlement policy of some kind or other. The form of settlements was
regarded as very significant by some respondents who thought that the
character of settlements should be protected by both designations on the
Proposals Map and also by establishing criteria. Strong views were
expressed both ways about existing ‘green wedges’ and protected areas, with
some saying they should be re-examined and re-assessed whereas others
felt they should be automatically retained.

4.4. THEME: DEVELOPING A BALANCED HOUSING MARKET

CP7 — Phasing of Housing

DP11 — Phasing of housing

4.4.1. Question 11
Do you agree with the need for specific guidance on phasing of
housing? Do you have views on how this should be achieved eg. on
how many phases, or what should determine the release of a new
phase?

Analysis: Out of the 28 respondents who replied to this question, a significant
proportion objected to such a policy; they felt strongly that phasing should not
be included and the release of land should be left to market forces. Phasing
in three or five year tranches should be built into the Plan to ensure
sustainable development, according to some respondents; others felt that
sustainability should be paramount, which meant that in some cases,
greenfield sites may be more sustainable than brownfield ones and ought,
therefore, to be developed before them. It was also argued that criteria
should be included to assess sites which are proposed to be brought forward
when housing targets have already been met

DP12 - Delivering ‘brownfield’ housing targets

4.4.2. Question 12
Do you agree with the need for specific guidance (as an LDF policy) on
implementing brownfield targets for the delivery of housing? Should
targets be set for each part of the District, which relate to the RSS target
for the whole District?

Analysis: There were 31 replies to this question with 27 agreeing to such a
policy. There were, however, conflicting views as to whether or not brownfield
housing targets should be set for each of the five Market Town hinterlands
rather than for the whole Plan area. Other respondents doubted the
effectiveness of targets at all, especially if applied without flexibility. It was
also thought that account should be taken of the environmental and
community value of a brownfield site before putting it forward for
development.
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CP8 — Meeting Housing Needs

DP13 — Achieving the right mix of housing

4.4.3. Question 13
Do you agree with the need for specific guidance on the mix of housing?
What form do you think this guidance should take, and what issues
(types of housing, tenure, etc) should it cover? Should the guidance be
presented at sub-area and even Service Centre levels? Should an SPD
be prepared?

Analysis: There was considerable opposition to a policy on the mix of
housing; out of 29 replies, 11 were against. Agents and developers generally
argued that market forces could do a better job of providing a mix of housing
and therefore any guidance should not be prescriptive. However, other
respondents felt strongly that guidance on the right mix of housing is essential
and that it should be at sub-area level. In any event, guidance should be
grounded on a firm evidential base, it was argued.

DP14 — Gypsies, travellers and travelling show-people

4.4.4. Question 14
Do you agree with the need for specific guidance on gypsies, travellers
and travelling show people? What is important in the Hambleton
context, which would not otherwise be covered by national guidance?

Analysis: Only 16 consultees gave an answer to this question but 15 of them
supported a policy of this kind. It was strongly felt that local guidance
regarding sites for gypsies and travellers is needed and, furthermore, the
identification of specific sites would be very helpful. It was also pointed out
that the needs for such sites must be clearly established as they can be
controversial and therefore the support of the wider community is required.

CP9 — Affordable Housing

DP15 — Promoting affordable housing

4.4.5. Question 15
Do you agree that there is a need for specific guidance on affordable
housing within the DP DPD? Do you consider that an SPD should also
be produced? What matters should be covered in either approach — eg.
is it necessary to specify in more detail the definition of affordable
housing, the methods of securing the perpetuity of affordability, and the
means of access? What eligibility criteria might be considered? What
sort of guidance should be provided on the balance between rental and
shared equity properties?

Analysis: There were 33 answers to this question. A policy on affordable
housing was regarded as very important by 28 respondents and such key
matters should be addressed in the Development Policies Document,
supported by a Supplementary Planning Document. One issue which
remained was a clear definition of affordable housing and that should be
spelled out in the Supplementary Planning Document. Regardless of where
the affordable housing issues are dealt with, a strong case was put forward for
guidance on affordable housing being flexible and not prescriptive. The
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4.6.

Committee for the Nidderdale Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty in
particular, argued for affordable housing within their area where house prices
are especially high and beyond the reach of low income households.

THEME — SUPPORTING PROSPEROUS COMMUNITES

CP12 — Priorities for Employment Development

4.6.1.

4.6.2.

4.6.3.

DP16 — Specific measures to assist the economy and employment
Question 16

What specific guidance is needed on economic and employment
measures, to elaborate Policy CP12? What matters do you consider
could and should be included to help implement Policy CP12? How can
such a policy help co-ordinate the activities of all the partners engaged
in economic support with the other LDF objectives?

Analysis: Of the 23 who responded to the question, most (19) thought that
the focus of the policy was welcome. However, it was pointed out that Areas
of Restraint are incompatible with encouraging economic growth. A number
felt that economic development should be in concert with infrastructure
provision.

DP17 — Transport investment which supports the economy and
employment

Question 17

Do you agree with the need for specific guidance on transport
investment which is intended specifically to provide support for the
economy? What schemes are important and should be included? What
criteria might be identified to judge the acceptability of proposals?

Analysis: The aim of such a policy was widely supported; 23 out of 24
replies favoured it. A specific representation was made about the motorway
service area at Leeming Bar but this may be more appropriately considered in
the Allocations Development Policies Document. A similar detailed point was
made about links between Dalton Airfield and the strategic highway network
which needed improvement. Not surprisingly, the Highways Agency stressed
that the impact of development on the strategic highway network should be a
major consideration in promoting further infrastructure investment. Other
respondents held the view that the adverse effects of transport route
improvements on the landscape should be carefully addressed.

DP18 — Retention of employment sites

Question 18

Do you agree with the need for specific guidance on the retention of
employment sites? What is important in the local Hambleton context,
for example which types of sites, premises or locations should be
covered in the LDF policy? Should particularly important employment
areas be protected, and the concept (and specific designation) of
“Safeguarded Employment Areas” be carried forward from the
Hambleton DWLP? Should there be exceptions to this approach, which
recognise for example the future lack of viability of a site?
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4.6.4.

Analysis: Twenty of the 23 responses to this question agreed that there
should be a policy of this kind. Existing employment sites should be
safeguarded, thought some respondents, but assessed on a case by case
basis. Others felt that such sites were fundamentally important but should be
protected by a policy rather than designating specific sites. If alternative uses
were to be considered, then criteria should be included to determine whether
or not that was appropriate. By contrast, the view was put that only sites
which it is essential to retain in employment use should be identified. One
respondent urged the Council to produce a Proposals Map as soon as
possible, so that site and area based policies would be more easily
understood.

DP19 — Support for Small and Medium Enterprises (SMEs)/working from
home.

Question 19

What support and guidance do you think the LDF should provide for
Small and Medium Size Enterprises, for homeworking and for “live-
work” units? How can these sectors be encouraged to grow
sustainably?

Analysis: All 20 replies to this question were in support of this sort of policy.
Such small economic enterprises were considered to be very important in the
context of sustainable development but we should recognise that the workers
involved still have a need for interaction with other people and services. On
the other hand, it was pointed out that while SMEs were valuable to the
economy, if they grow too large, they could be in unsustainable locations. It
was also felt that the provision of more information for these small businesses
should be supported.

CP13 — Market Towns Regeneration

4.6.5.

DP20 — Specific measures to assist market town regeneration

Question 20

Do you agree with the need for specific guidance on market town
regeneration? What measures should be included in the LDF through
this Policy, and how can the LDF assist in supporting and co-ordinating
regeneration initiatives for the market towns?

Analysis: There was widespread support from respondents for such a policy;
23 out of 25 replies were in favour. Yorkshire Forward in particular felt that
details should be provided about specific programmes and proposals for
market town regeneration and this would greatly assist delivery. It was also
considered that specific guidance was necessary to support the Action Plans
for the market towns. Nor was market town regeneration solely a matter of
economics — environmental enhancement was also important. However, there
were those who felt that market town regeneration should not be at the
expense of rural regeneration. North Yorkshire County Council raised the
guestion of overlap between this policy and DP21, DP23, DP24 and DP25,
(all to do with town centre land uses).
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4.6.6.

4.6.7.

DP21 — Relationship of land uses in the town centres of market towns
Question 21

Do you agree with the need for specific guidance on land use priorities
in market towns? Would these help to address particular issues in the
regeneration of a market town? What form should this policy approach
take: establishing general priorities, and/or designating control areas on
the Proposals Map? What should it say about individual Market Towns?

Analysis: Nineteen replied to this question and all except one were in
favour. A number of respondents said that policies should be tailored to
promote individual character and distinctiveness. It was also felt that general
policies should be supplemented by specific town guidance in Supplementary
Planning Documents. It was recognised too that land use planning was an
important element supporting delivery of the Renaissance Market Towns
programme.

DP22 — Transport measures in market towns

Question 22

Do you agree with the need for specific guidance on transport measures
in market towns? What schemes are important and should be included?
What criteria might be identified to judge the acceptability of proposals?

Analysis: It was widely recognised that regeneration of the market towns
requires adequate transport infrastructure and public transport provision, and
indeed all 21 replies said so. Also, that town centres must be accessible to
all and there is a need for much better access from the villages to the towns.
Finally, many thought that the provision of adequate parking in the Market
Towns was essential.

CP14 — Town Centres

4.6.8.

DP23 — Approach to town centre development

Question 23

In terms of the designation of the town centres, do you consider that the
areas identified in the Hambleton DWLP remain valid, and should be
carried forward onto the Proposals Map? Should the DWLP Secondary
areas be incorporated or not in the defined town centres?

Relating to the policy approach to development in the town centres,
what is important in the local Hambleton context, which should be
covered in the LDF policy? Are there issues related to night-time
activities which should be addressed?

Should new development sites be identified for town centre uses, within
the town centre boundaries, and do you have any suggestions?

Analysis: Only 15 consultees answered this question but they all supported
this kind of policy. Respondents thought it was important that specific sites
are identified for town centre developments in order to ensure that such
opportunities are available to prevent the need for peripheral developments
such as more superstores. There was also support for mixed use
developments. As mentioned above, though, the North Yorkshire County
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4.6.9.

Council drew attention to possible overlap of this policy with DP20/DP21 and
DP23 — DP25.

DP24 — Support for town centre shopping

Question 24

How should the Primary Shopping Areas be defined? Should the
Shopping Core Areas identified in the DWLP be used, and carried
forward or revised, for example based on the frontages proposed by the
Town Centres Study?

Do you agree that the LDF should contain specific guidance on the
appropriate scale of retail development that should be accommodated
within the District during the Plan period, and its location? If so, do you
have a view on the scale itself?

Relating to the policy approach to retail development in the primary
shopping areas, what is important in the local Hambleton context, which
should be covered in the LDF policy? Should a different approach be
taken in each centre?

What approach do you think should be taken towards achieving the
right balance between retail and non-retail commercial uses? Should a
more restrictive or more relaxed approach be taken in any particular
centre?

Analysis: Again, only 15 replies to this question were received, with 13 in
support. A number of respondents thought that development of an
appropriate scale was essential to enhance the vitality and viability of the local
economy whilst at the same time sustaining a mix of uses. It was also
proposed that existing commercial areas defined in the Hambleton District
Wide Local Plan should be carried forward into the Local Development
Framework. Several submissions were made that the types of retail outlets
should be carefully controlled, especially the number of charity shops and
large supermarket multiples.

DP25 — Other town centre uses

4.6.10 Question 25

Do you agree with the need for specific guidance on other town centre
uses? What is important in the local Hambleton context, which should
be covered in the LDF policy? Which kinds of uses should be covered?
What are the issues associated with these uses? Should a policy
context be provided for general B1 office uses, which in particular
encourages their location within (or adjacent

Analysis: There was little interest in this question (11 replies in all). It was
recognised that town centres should include more than retail uses and that
specifically B1 offices should be encouraged to locate there. It was argued
that such guidance will greatly assist the renaissance of the market towns.

DP26 — Major out of centre shopping proposals

4.6.11.Question 26

Do you consider that there is need for specific guidance on major out of
centre shopping proposals, to supplement PPS6? What is important in
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the Hambleton context, which would not otherwise be covered by
national guidance, and which should be covered in the LDF policy?
What are your views on the content of such a policy — are the
requirements described above appropriate?

Analysis: Of 14 replies received, only 1 was opposed to such a policy except
for tourism related activities. All the other respondents said that there should
be a strong policy presumption against out of town retail development as set
out in Planning Policy Statement 6. Not only that, it was argued that out of
centre retail development is simply not needed.

DP27 — Other retail (and non-retail commercial) issues

4.6.12 Question 27
Do you agree with the need for specific guidance on other retail uses?
What is important in the local Hambleton context, which should be
covered in the LDF policy? Are there areas where retail (and non-retail
commercial uses) should be resisted, eg. employment areas?

Analysis: Fourteen out of 15 replies favoured this policy. Respondents
pointed out that small scale retail development contributes to meeting the
needs of local people and should therefore be supported. Indeed, there was
quite a feeling that rural businesses of all types should be encouraged and
village shops especially are very significant. It was also argued that such
developments in rural villages would not hinder efforts to regenerate the
market towns.

CP15 — Rural regeneration

DP28 — Rural employment

4.6.13 Question 28
Do you agree with the need for specific guidance on rural employment?
What is important in the local Hambleton context, which should be
covered in the LDF policy? In what circumstances should employment
be allowed in rural areas? How should support be given for rural
employment that is sustainable, and does not detrimentally impact on
the economy of the Service Centres?

Analysis: Of the 20 consultees answering this question, only 2 were opposed
to the policy. It was very important, respondents said, to support a viable,
successful and more diverse rural economy but in doing so, proposals should
not have an adverse impact on the economy of service centres. Indeed,
guidance on which activities were acceptable was required. On the other
hand, strong arguments were put for focussing the limited amount of
development on the Service Centres. Be that as it may, it was pointed out
that shackling rural enterprise would be contrary to government guidance. It
was even argued that focussing on the network of settlements is an urban
solution and the approach in Hambleton should be more flexible.

DP29 — Agricultural issues

4.6.14 Question 29
Do you agree with the need for specific guidance on agricultural issues?
What is important in the local Hambleton context, which should be
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covered in the LDF policy? How should the policy support agriculture
and agricultural diversification?

Analysis: There were also 20 replies in this case and 18 of them agreed with
the need for a policy. Some respondents felt that support given to agriculture
has to embrace the closely associated agriculture service and processing
industries too. There was concern that natural agricultural practices should
be encouraged rather than intensive production and any guidance needs to
balance economic, animal welfare and environmental interests. It was also
suggested that help should be given to integrating food production,
processing, marketing and retailing which was environmentally sensitive,
organic and locally distinctive.

DP30 — Tourism issues

4.6.15 Question 30

4.7.

Do you agree with the need for specific guidance on tourism? What is
important in the local Hambleton context, which should be covered in
the LDF policy? How should the LDF support the growth and
development of tourism in the District? Is specific guidance necessary
on tourist accommodation, particularly within the countryside? What
local considerations should apply to promoting the sustainable
development of tourist attractions throughout the District?

Analysis: Only 1 out of 21 replies (Allertonshire Civic Society) was actually
opposed to a policy on tourism. However, there was not universal support for
tourism development which was considered by some to provide seasonal, low
paid and short-lived employment opportunities. The majority, though, urged
that efforts should be made to maximise sustainable tourism by making links
between tourism facilities and Hambleton’s environmental and cultural assets.
It was argued that the policy approach to tourism should not be prescriptive,
otherwise this might hinder innovation. A strong argument was put for seeking
to spread the benefits to the wider rural area whilst ensuring tourist
development was within environmental and community capacities. Finally,
there was support for attracting users to the Sustrans cycle routes.

THEME — MAINTAINING A QUALITY ENVIRONMENT

CP16 — Protecting and Enhancing Natural and Man Made Assets

4.7.1.

DP31- Conservation

Question 31

Do you agree with the need for specific guidance on conservation?
What man-made assets should be covered by this policy —and what are
the issues? Is a simple policy sufficient to deal with all the assets and
issues? What is important in the local Hambleton context, which should
be covered in the LDF policy? What local initiatives towards the
conservation of our built assets should be included (perhaps carried
forward from the DWLP)?

Analysis: There was strong support for conservation generally, in fact from
all 20 replies and it was argued that guidance on it was vital to the look and
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4.7.2.

4.7.3.

4.7.4.

feel of the District. In particular it was contended by English Heritage that the
Local Development Framework should add value to existing national policy by
identifying local features to be conserved. Tanfield Parish Council seriously
guestioned whether just one policy on conservation was enough.

DP32 — Archaeology

Question 32

Do you agree with the need for specific guidance on archaeology? What
specific archaeological issues might be important in the local
Hambleton context, which should be covered in the LDF policy? Is it
sufficient to designate sites on the Proposals Map, and then rely on
national guidance?

Analysis: Seventeen of the 19 replies supported a policy of archaeology. It
was felt by some respondents that the Local Development Framework should
cover locally important sites and not just national ones. Others argued that
national guidance should suffice unless there are locally significant sites. As
an example, the Thornborough Henges were referred to specifically by
Tanfield Parish Council.

DP33 — Protecting the character and appearance of the countryside
Question 33

Do you agree with the need for specific guidance on protecting the
character and appearance of the countryside? Is policy guidance on
AONBSs necessary? Should local guidance supplement national
guidance, using a criteria-based approach? Given such a criteria-based
approach, is there any justification in retaining local designations (eg.
carrying forward the designations contained in the Hambleton DWLP,
particularly the Special Landscape Areas)?

Analysis: Only 3 respondents were not in favour of such a policy, one of
them being the Countryside Agency. The Agency felt that guidance is not
necessary on national designations such as Areas of Outstanding Natural
Beauty and a criteria based approach should be adopted, utilising landscape
character assessments. It was also contended that locally based designations
should not be included, reflecting national guidance. However, equally firm
was the argument that local views on landscape quality must be taken on
board and that local designations should be carried forward into the Local
Development Framework.

DP34 — Protecting natural resources: biodiversity/nature conservation
Question 34

Do you agree with the need for specific guidance on protecting natural
resources, to supplement national guidance? Should local designhations
be carried forward (with or without revision) from the Hambleton DWLP?
How can the Policy best support the implementation of the Hambleton
Biodiversity Action Plan?

Analysis: Twenty-four consultees replied to this question with all but 3 in
agreement. The view was strongly put that the opportunity must be taken to
support the Hambleton Biodiversity Action Plan. It was also argued that
ancient woodland should be specifically addressed under this policy.
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CP17 - High Quality Design

4.7.5.

4.7.6.

DP35 — General Design

Question 35

Do you agree with the need for specific guidance on general design? |If
so, what issues or processes do you think should be included in the
Policy, to establish expectations and standards? Is there anything
specific to Hambleton which should be covered? Should SPD coverage
be given to some detailed matters?

Analysis: Not surprisingly there was wide support for high quality design; all
23 replies were in favour of an appropriate policy. Local character, setting,
identity and distinctiveness were regarded as important issues to be included
in the policy. Finally, it was felt that guidance should set standards for general
design, with a Supplementary Planning Document providing specific detail
without being over prescriptive.

DP36 — Landscaping

Question 36

Do you agree with the need for specific guidance on landscaping? What
issues are likely to be particularly important in the Hambleton context
(or could be covered by SPD)?

Analysis: Again, there was unanimous support for a suitable landscape
policy as respondents readily accepted that landscaping plays an important
role in enhancing the public realm. There was also support for sustainable
urban drainage systems (SUDS) particularly from Northumbrian Water and
the Environment Agency as part of such a policy.

CP18 — Prudent Use of Natural Resources

4.7.7.

4.7.8.

DP37 — Renewable Energy

Question 37

Do you agree with the need for specific guidance on renewable energy?
What issues and factors should be taken into account as the LDF seeks
to achieve the targets that are likely to be set by RSS? What criteria
should be used in considering proposals for wind turbines?

Analysis: It was not surprising that there was strong support for the policy
promoting the use of a full and innovative range of renewable energy
resources — 22 out of 23 replies in fact. However, wind turbines remain
controversial for some who were firmly of the view that criteria for wind
turbines must consider the visual and environmental impact.

DP38 — Water Resources

Question 38

Do you agree with the need for specific guidance on water resources?
What is important in the local Hambleton context, which should be
covered in the LDF policy? How can the LDF assist in improving the
guality of rivers and streams?
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4.7.9.

4.8.

Analysis: Although water resources were regarded as very significant, out of
17 answers to this question, 5 thought no further specific guide lines were
required. The important local rivers and lakes in the District should be
protected from harm and pollution and a number of consultees stressed the
responsibilities of developers towards water supplies. It was also argued that
the Local Development Framework should seek to co-ordinate the actions of
bodies such as the Environment Agency, water companies and land owners
in order to reduce pollution and remove obstructions to supply.

DP39 — Waste

Question 39

Do you agree with the need for specific guidance on waste? What is
important in the local Hambleton context, which should be covered in
the LDF policy to support the North Yorkshire Waste & Minerals LDF?

Analysis: Twenty respondents replied to the question about a waste policy;
16 would support it but 4 would not. It was pointed out that care should be
taken to avoid conflict with North Yorkshire County Council policy, bearing in
mind their responsibilities for waste and minerals planning matters. It was felt
that a robust policy on recycling is necessary; there was strong support for the
collection and handling of waste and in particular, it was thought that local
recycling points should be encouraged. It was also suggested that policies
should require the provision of recycling facilities and collection services.

THEME — CREATING HEALTHY AND SAFE COMMUNITES

CP19 — Recreational Assets

DP40 — Open space, sport and recreation

4.8.1. Question 40

Do you agree with the need for specific guidance on recreational
spaces? What approach should be adopted in the Hambleton context?
Should current designated sites be carried forward from the Hambleton
DWLP, with or without revision? Should standards of provision and
access be developed, and what criteria should be considered? Should
an SPD provide further details of standards and cover implementation
matters?

Analysis: Of the replies to this question, 24 were in agreement and only 2
were not. One response suggested DP40 could be combined with DP41
Major Outdoor Recreation and DP42, Recreational Links. Respondents felt
strongly that open space and recreational facilities make an important
contribution to quality of life in terms of health and the Development Policies
Document must, therefore, contain clear policies protecting these facilities. It
was also felt that standards of provision and access should be developed.
However, it was pointed out by some that standards should not be set beyond
those established by the National Playing Fields Association unless there is
compelling evidence of need. In addition, it was thought that further advice
should be provided in the form of a Supplementary Planning Document.
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4.8.2.

4.8.3.

DP41 — Major outdoor recreation

Question 41

Do you agree with the need for specific guidance on major outdoor
recreation? What are the important issues and opportunities in the local
Hambleton context, which should be covered in the LDF policy? What
forms of recreation should be covered by the policy, and what are the
issues? Should the designation of areas suitable for river-based
recreation be carried forward (with or without revision) from the
Hambleton DWLP Proposals Map?

Analysis: There was strong support for outdoor recreation activities because
of their significance for health and well-being and also because of their
economic and tourism value; only 1 out of 21 replies did not agree with such a
policy. It was also felt that outdoor recreation should be promoted within the
capacity of the environment. On the downside, conflicts between users and
the possible over-provision of some facilities had to be recognised and
addressed. There was clearly a need for guidance on outdoor recreation.

DP42 — Recreational links

Question 42

Do you agree with the need for specific guidance on recreational links?
Do you consider that such links could be important for both recreation
and biodiversity? Should such networks be established as a principle,
and should they be designated on the Proposals Map?

Analysis: Seventeen out of 18 replies favoured a recreational links policy.
Some respondents felt that green corridors, in particular, should be supported,
linking into National Trails, rights of way networks and cycle ways and also
connecting with public transport nodes. It was, however, pointed out that
while links may be appropriate in some cases, biodiversity may suffer from
public access and use, unless appropriate measures were taken. Finally, it
was stressed that detailed consultations should be undertaken with the
relevant land owners.

CP20 — Design & Crime and Safety

4.8.4.

DP43 — Designing out crime

Question 43

Do you agree with the need for specific guidance on designing out
crime? What is important in the local Hambleton context, which should
be covered in the LDF policy? What aspects of design should be
covered under this policy? How can the Policy achieve a greater
prominence to these issues locally?

Analysis: The majority of respondents felt that the Local Development
Framework should seek to improve perceptions of safety and reduce the fear
of crime in view of public concern about such matters: 16 out of 19 in fact.
However it was pointed out that more detailed guidance as to what is required
should be provided in the form of a Supplementary Planning Document.
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4.8.5.

DP44 — Road safety

Question 44

Do you agree with the need for specific guidance on road safety? What
is important in the local Hambleton context, which should be covered in
the LDF policy? What approaches should be taken to reduce the priority
afforded to the car, and promote greater road safety for all users?

Analysis: Sixteen out of 19 answers supported a road safety policy. Road
safety was, therefore, a matter of concern for most respondents and particular
reference was made to the impact of traffic in small villages which is regarded
as an increasingly important issue. The inclusion of policies for improving
road safety is considered important but a specific Supplementary Planning
Document may be preferable to a Development Policy. There was, however,
a suggestion for a generic design policy which would include road safety as
one of the considerations.

CP21 — Safe response to natural and other forces

4.8.6.

4.8.7.

DP45 — Hazardous and environmentally sensitive operations

Question 45

Do you agree with the need for specific guidance on hazardous and
environmentally sensitive operations? What are the hazardous and
environmentally sensitive operations that are important in Hambleton
and should be covered, and what are the issues? What designations
should be shown on the Proposals Map, and should Hambleton DWLP
designations be carried forward (with or without revision)?

Analysis: Only 1 of the 18 respondents to this question felt that designations
should not be shown on the Proposals Map. All the others thought they
should and that an overview of principles at a localised level should be
provided. Furthermore, local designations should be included following a
review and revision of the Hambleton District Wide Local Plan Proposals Map.
One respondent described guidance on hazardous installations as a ‘must
have’.

DP46 — Flooding and washlands

Question 46

Do you agree with the need for specific guidance on flooding and
washlands? What is important in the local Hambleton context, which
should be covered in the LDF policy? What if any local designations
should be included on the Proposals Map through this Policy?

Analysis: All 23 replies to this question were in favour of a policy to do with
flooding and washlands. A number of respondents had already pointed to the
risk of flooding in Hambleton (see DP6 above) and because of that it was
argued that policies seeking to avoid and mitigate flood risk and control
development are essential. Further, it was proposed that no development
should take place on flood plains. With regard to how the policies should be
expressed, it was felt that they should be based on criteria because maps are
inaccurate or flawed or the information will simply date over time.
Nevertheless, guidance must be included in the Local Development
Framework as more development will inevitably increase the risk of flooding.
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4.8.8.

4.8.9.

DP47 — Noise

Question 47

Do you agree with the need for specific guidance on noise? What is
important in the local Hambleton context, which should be covered in
the LDF policy?

Should the designation of noise exclusion zones be carried forward
from the Hambleton DWLP Proposals Map, with or without revision?

Analysis: All 18 respondents to this question regarded noise as an
important issue and felt that specific policies on noise sensitive development,
particularly housing areas, should be included. It was also argued that the
airfield noise exclusion zones in the Hambleton District Wide Local Plan
should be included in the Local Development Framework. It was even felt
that causes of noise such as public houses or clay pigeon shooting should be
addressed in the Local Development Framework.

DP48 - Suggestions

Question 48

Are there any other policy areas or topics that are not addressed in this
report, and which are not otherwise addressed sufficiently by national,
regional or other local guidance? If so, what are they, and in what way
can the Hambleton LDF address the issue, and tackle the local
implications?

Analysis: Several respondents made suggestions concerning policies or
policy areas which could be added to the 47 set out in the Development
Policies Issues and Options Report as follows.
e there is a need for an Aged Persons Care policy
e Affordable Housing design issues need considering in addition
to the question of affordability
e conflict between policies needs to be recognised, for instance,
catering for the car and protecting amenity
e a criteria based policy for prisons should be included (Prison
Service).

CONCLUSIONS

4.9

The consultations on the Development Policies Issues and Options Report
produced a wide range of responses, some of them conflicting although many
were in agreement. Some of the responses were more applicable to the
Allocations Development Plan Document because they were very site
specific. Some were to do with the Core Strategy Policies which were
consulted upon during August and September 2005 and which have now
been finalised for submission in February 2006. Others related to the
Proposals Map which has yet to be produced. Nevertheless, all the
responses have been considered. Indeed, it has been the major task at the
Preferred Options stage to provide a balanced package of policies which best
reflected all the views expressed and reconciled conflicts as far as it was
possible to do so. The next section of this report on the Development Policies
Issues and Options consultation sets out how the various comments have
been addressed in accordance with the local development regulations.
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SECTION 5 - RESPONSES: HOW DID THE RESPONSES INFLUENCE THE
DEVELOPMENT POLICIES PREFERRED OPTIONS DOCUMENT?

5.1

5.2

5. 3.

This Section explains the relationship between the consultation responses
and the Preferred Options. It does so by taking each of the 47 Preferred
Options and showing in Part A how close a match there is between the
consultees’ views and those of the Council. The Section also looks at the
rejected Options and comments on why the fit between them and the
responses was not so good.

The Preferred Options set out below are still not in their final form, rather they
are regarded as preferred policy principles and the detailed wording will not
be worked out until the responses to the Preferred Options consultation are
available for consideration. Nevertheless, the wording is a substantial step
forward from the policy stances set out in the Development Policies Issues
and Options Report.

It is important to remember that while the consultation responses are a key
input into the emerging Local Development Framework, there are also many
other inputs as well, such as Government planning policy, the Regional
Spatial Strategy for Yorkshire and the Humber, stakeholder interests and so
on. Thus it is not always possible to amend the Framework in the light of
consultation responses, however much the Council would wish to do so.

PART A — THE PREFERRED OPTIONS

5.4

5.4.1.

THEME 1- MEETING LOCAL DEVELOPMENT NEEDS SUSTAINABLY

DP1 — Protecting Public Amenity
Preferred policy principles

All development proposals must protect the amenity of the public,
particularly with regard to privacy, security, noise and disturbance,
pollution and daylight.

Development should make provision for the basic amenity needs of
occupants, including appropriate provision for an adequate level of
open space for the exclusive use of users of the development.

Developments must not unacceptably reduce the level of private
amenity space about buildings, particularly dwellings, and not have an
adverse effect on the amenity of adjoining residents or occupants of
buildings.

The response to the Issues and Options Consultation was strongly in favour
of specific guidance on public amenity. The above wording therefore, is very
consistent with community views with only 3% opposed to such a policy.
Issues raised by a number of respondents about how much detail the policy
should include as opposed to a Supplementary Planning Document, will be
addressed in due course.
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5.4.2.

5.4.3

DP2 — Securing Developer contributions.
Preferred policy principles

Contributions from developers will be required where necessary to

ensure the achievement of sustainable development, including the

provision of additional infrastructure whenever there is a need

generated by the new development. These would include, where

appropriate, provision of:

i. public open space, and sport and recreation facilities to serve new
residents;

ii. affordable housing;

iii. community facilities (eg. community halls), where there is an
identified need that would be exacerbated by further development;

iv. additional education facilities, where existing schools in the area
have insufficient capacity to cater for the potential increase in the
number of children, or are inappropriately placed to serve a
development, having regard to the need to minimise travel,
consistent with Policy CP2;

v. additional highway or transport infrastructure, including footpaths
and cycleways;

vi. flood protection measures;

vii. waste recycling facilities;

viii. public art;

ix. other facilities which are important locally.

Planning obligations continue to be controversial and are still under review by
Government. Nevertheless, the community’s support for a development
policy to deal with planning obligations is very strong. The above planning
policy principles are therefore entirely consistent with the community views
with only 10% opposed to such a policy.

DP3 — Site Accessibility
Preferred policy principles

All proposals for new development that generate trips to and from the
site should make appropriate provision for sustainable forms of
transport both to and from the site, and within the development.

Measures should be incorporated as an integral part of the design of all
significant development proposals, and should include where possible:

i. footpaths, cycle ways, cycle parking and cycle shelters;

ii. bus stops/shelters and transport information;

iii. support for sustainable forms of transport (eg community transport
schemes, workforce buses);

iv. preparation and implementation of Green Travel Plans for major
developments, which consider and promote alternatives to car use;

v. minimum levels of car parking, commensurate with road safety and
the reduction of congestion.

Site accessibility is an important consideration in assessing the suitability of
sites for development and the Preferred Option chosen by the Council reflects
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5.4.4.

5.4.5.

5.4.6.

that. The community consultation revealed strong support for such a policy
with only 10% opposed.

DP4 — Inclusive Access for All.
Preferred policy principles

Development proposals must ensure that safe and easy access is
available to all potential users, regardless of disability, age or gender.

Proposals must identify all possible barriers to access by different
users, and demonstrate how specific measures have been incorporated
to ensure high standards of access for all.

The Council’s preferred policy principles aim to maximise accessibility for all
which is closely in line with the community’s views; only 9% of consultees’
responses would oppose such a policy at the local level.

DP5 — Community Facilities
Preferred policy principles

Support will be given to the provision and enhancement of community
facilities, and to their retention, where these constitute important
contributions to the quality of local community life and the maintenance
of sustainable communities.

Proposals that will lead to the loss of community facilities will only be
permitted if:

i there is a lack of community need for the facility, and the site or
building is not needed for an alternative community use; or

ii. retention of the community facility is not financially viable when
operated either by the current occupier or by any alternative
occupier; or

iii. an alternative facility is provided which meets identified needs in
an equally accessible location.

The involvement of the local community will be sought in identifying the
importance of local facilities and in developing appropriate solutions for
their retention and enhancement.

The policy principles preferred by the Council are to support community
facilities where they contribute significantly to community life. This mirrors the
community consultation finding that there is strong support for such a policy
with less than 2% against.

DP6 — Public Utilities
Preferred policy principles

Proposals for new development must be capable of being
accommodated by existing or planned services, and must not have a
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5.4.7.

5.4.8.

detrimental impact on existing systems, worsening the services enjoyed
by the existing community. These systems will include off-site service
infrastructure, surface water, sewage disposal, water and sewerage
facilities, flood risk defences and control facilities, power, and any other
public services.

Where improvements in off-site infrastructure are programmed, the
timing of development must be co-ordinated with its provision.

The provision of additional infrastructure will be supported where this is
consistent with the principles of sustainable development, including
where such provision will have no adverse impact on the environment.

The Preferred Option selected by the Council is to provide specific guidance
for public utilities which is well in line with the responses from the community
consultation; in fact there was no opposition at all from any of the consultees
to this kind of policy.

DP7 — Telecommunications
Preferred policy principles

Support will be given to improvements in telecommunications facilities,
provided that:

i there will be no serious adverse impact on the character and
appearance of the area, having particular regard to the need to
protect the built heritage addressed by Policy DP31, and the
character and appearance of the countryside addressed by Policy
DP33;

ii. proposals meet national guidance in terms of health safeguards
relating to operation and public exposure;

iii. all opportunities are taken to share existing masts or structures;

iv. there would be no unacceptable adverse impact on public
amenity.

Proposals for additional telecommunications facilities can be very
controversial; the Council’s Preferred Option recognises that and is therefore
entirely consistent with the views expressed by the community. Indeed, only
3% of the consultees replying objected to such a policy.

DP8 — Development Limits
Preferred policy principles

Development will in general be supported within the settlement
Development Limits as defined on the Proposals Map, provided that it is
consistent with the other Policies of the LDF.
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5.4.9

Development Limits are identified for each settlement identified in the
hierarchy (Principal Service Centres, Service Centres, Service Villages
and Secondary Villages) established by Policy CP4.

The Council’'s Preferred Option is to continue to use development limits to
identify where development would go in the Market Towns, Service Villages
and Secondary Villages. From the point of view of the Issues and Options
Responses, significant support can be drawn for this policy as only 13% of
replies were opposed to such a local policy.

DP9 — Development Outside Development Limits
Preferred policy principles

Development will only be supported outside Development Limits defined
by Policy DP8 in the exceptional circumstances identified by Policy CP4.

Where such exceptional circumstances exist, development must in
addition be in accordance with Policies CP1 and CP2, and must respect
the character and quality of the landscape, retain the “openness” of the
countryside, and be sympathetic to the style and materials of buildings
in the area.

Within the area designated as the York Green Belt, only development
acceptable within the terms of national guidance defined in PPG2 will be
permitted.

These policy principles preferred by the Council would also be fully supported
by the majority of consultees who expressed a view as compared with only
13% who would oppose it.

5.4.10 DP10 — Form of Settlements

Preferred policy principles

Development must respect (by protecting or enhancing) the intrinsic
gualities of areas that have particular importance in contributing to the
identity or character of settlements. This includes major Green Wedges
between (and extending into) settlements, and spaces and landscaping
of townscape importance (in both towns and villages, and including
protected trees and woodland).

Some critically important areas relevant under this Policy are identified
on the Proposals Map, but the principles need to be taken into account
whether or not development relates to these specific areas.

The Council has chosen an option which reflects the important open areas
around and between Settlements. Consultation responses reveal wide
support for such a policy with little opposition (4% of respondents) to it.
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5.5.

5.5.1.

THEME 2 - DEVELOPING A BALANCED HOUSING MARKET

DP11 - Phasing of Housing
Preferred policy principles

The release of housing sites over the LDF period will be controlled in

order to:

e meet the scale of development required by RSS (reflected in Policy
CP5), and the distribution established by Policy CP5A;

e secure the distributional principles between settlements established
by Policy CP6;

e ensure that the scale and timing of development is co-ordinated with
the provision of new infrastructure;

e enable development to meet other LDF objectives concerning the
minimisation of development on greenfield sites, and the provision of
affordable housing.

Sites will be released for development in the following three phases,
reflecting the approach required by RSS:

Phase 1: present/2004 to 2011,
Phase 2: 2011 to 2016;
Phase 3: 2016 to 2021.

Development sites shown in the Allocations DPD will be identified in the
three phases to reflect the following principles, and proposals for
development on unallocated sites (“windfall developments™) will
similarly be considered in accordance with these principles.

Phase 1

The scale and location of housing proposed for Phase 1 is based on the
objectives of securing opportunities for development which will meet
the annual requirements identified in Policies CP5 and CP5A for the
period, and:

a. directing development to the most sustainable locations first,
which in particular focuses on achieving the distributional
principles of development between locations identified by
Policy CP6, ie. with the majority of development concentrated
in the Service Centres, followed by the Service Villages;

b. utilising first the brownfield opportunities (particularly those
identified within the Urban Potential Study), where these are
located within sustainable locations.

It will comprise:

I land already with planning permission for housing;
ii. land identified in the Allocations DPD which:
a. reflects the sustainability hierarchy identified in Policy CP4,
and the distributional principles established by Policy CP6;
and
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b. is within the capacity of existing infrastructure, or can be
serviced by provision programmed or capable of being
provided within the timescale of Phase 1; and

c. where possible utilises brownfield development
opportunities (particularly those identified by the Urban
Potential Study), consistent with targets for brownfield land
releases identified in Policy DP12;

iii. proposals for development on unallocated sites (“windfall
developments”) will be considered on their merits, taking
account of the principles established in ii. a, b and c. above.

Phases 2 and 3

Development proposed for Phases 2 and 3 will enable the RSS required
level of output to be achieved, and will seek to continue the process of
bringing forward land in the most sustainable locations, and which
maximises the potential use of brownfield opportunities. The release of
sites identified in Phase 2 will be held back until after the development
of Phase 1, and similarly Phase 2 will be released before Phase 3, in
order that:

a. the benefits of the earlier Phases, in terms of more sustainable
locations and earlier use of brownfield opportunities, can be
achieved first; and

b. where necessary, infrastructure investment can be made to
facilitate the development proposed.

Control mechanism

Monitoring of the delivery of housing will be undertaken quarterly and
through the Annual Monitor Report process, to ensure that the trajectory
of housing output meets the targets for quantity and brownfield
development proportions established by RSS and the Core Strategy. If
the output deviates significantly from these targets, or the targets for a
phase are reached, compensatory action will be required. This may
include the earlier (or later) release of subsequent Phases, based on a
review of the LDF, and may also include the adoption of interim
measures pending the completion of that review. In any case,
implementation of this Policy, concerned with the delivery of 5 year
phases, will require the review and roll forward of the Allocations DPD at
least at 5 year intervals.

Strategic Sites

It may be that the development of some sites, identified in the
Allocations DPD, will take longer than a single 5-year period to deliver,
as a result of the scale of the site, and potentially the nature of
supporting infrastructure requirements. Such sites will be identified as
“strategic sites”, and the timing of delivery will be controlled according
to the site specific guidance contained in the Allocations DPD, and take
place outside the context of the phasing established in this Policy.
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5.5.2.

5.5.3

This policy is all about controlling the release of land for housing in the period
up to 2021 to ensure housing takes place in step with demand. The scale and
distribution of development has been set by the Core Strategy in line with the
Regional Spatial Strategy. As for the individual sites themselves, they are
being identified in the Allocations Development Plan Document or have
permission already or will occur as windfall sites. Monitoring and review of
housing developments will be essential in order to achieve appropriate
phased development. There was considerable support from the community
consultation for a phasing policy with only 9% of replies against. Developers,
interestingly, were both for and against phasing. The Preferred Option is
certainly consistent with the majority view of the community.

DP12 — Delivering Brownfield Housing Targets
Preferred policy principles

In order to maximise the development of brownfield (previously
developed) land in preference to greenfield land for housing, land will be
allocated for development, and proposals for development on
unallocated land (“windfall proposals”) will be considered, against the
context of the following target proportions of development on
brownfield land in relation to all development:

District as a whole: 55%
sub-areas:
Bedale X%
Easingwold X%
Northallerton X%
Stokesley X%
Thirsk X%

[individual targets will be identified based on the conclusions from the
work to produce the Preferred Options Allocations DPD]

The importance of developing Brownfield land before Greenfield has been
recognised in Government Planning Policy for some years. Likewise, the
dominant view from the community consultation was in favour of a Brownfield
target with only 6% of respondents against. The Preferred Option is clearly
aligned with the community view (although individual targets for the Market
Town sub areas have yet to be agreed).

DP13 — Achieving the Right Mix of Housing.
Preferred policy principles

Housing proposals, and the allocation of sites in the Allocations DPD,
must provide for a mix of dwellings, in terms of size, type and tenure,
which meets the needs of all sections of the local community, promotes
sustainable communities and social cohesion, and supports the local
economy.

House builders will be required to work collaboratively with the Council,
taking account also of the views of other relevant housing partners, in
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determining the appropriate mix and type of housing on each site
allocated in the Allocations DPD, and in developing proposals on
unallocated sites (“windfall proposals”). The main considerations in
determining the appropriate mix is whether the development creates or
contributes to the creation of a sustainable and inclusive community,
taking into account:

i. the Council’s Housing Needs Study, which will be kept under
review;

ii. any other local housing needs information (eg. relating to
elderly people or special needs)

iii. the location and particular physical and environmental
characteristics of the site;

iv. the characteristics of the existing stock in the locality,
including housing age, condition, occupancy and demand,;

V. any site specific guidance contained in the Allocations DPD;
Vi. current housing market conditions;
vii.  the context and proposals of the Community Plan and the

Housing Strategy.

Developers will be required to assess and demonstrate the
sustainability of the proposed mix against this information.

Specific guidance will where appropriate be given in relation to the
major development proposals within the Allocations DPD.

The policy principles chosen by the Council are intended to secure a match
with the needs of the community for different sizes, types and tenures of
housing. This is clearly in line with the view of a majority of the respondents
to the community consultation. However, on this occasion, there was
significant opposition to this kind of policy, mainly from developers and
agents.

DP14 — Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Show People
Preferred policy principles

Support will be given to the provision of accommodation that meets the
needs of gypsies and travellers’ communities, in terms of access to
facilities and residential amenity. Provision of sites will be encouraged
where the proposal would represent a way of meeting an established
need, in accordance with the following criteria.

Sites should:

i be located within reasonable distance of services and community
facilities, within or close to a Service Centre or Service Village.
Residents should have access on the same basis as other local
residents to shops, social, educational and health facilities;

ii. provide an acceptable living environment, where there is potential
for future improvements in accordance with the needs of the
community;

iii. be sufficient in size to allow for the planned number of caravans,
separate space for commercial vehicles, a play area for children,
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Vi.

access roads and space for the safe circulation of vehicles and
construction of amenity blocks, and should be of a size to allow
integration into the local community. No maximum size for a site
will be set, but cases will be considered on their merits in context
and in relation to the local infrastructure and population size and
density;

have safe and convenient access to the road network. Vehicle
movements would not cause a significant hazard to other users, eg.
onto a bridleway or footpath;

avoid creating demonstrable harm to the natural, archaeological
and historic environment, including wildlife sites and any trees and
woodland in the area, and provide mitigating measures (for
example landscaping) where necessary;

not be located on contaminated land, but this does not necessarily
rule out all locations near or adjoining motorways, power lines,
landfill sites or railways, any more than it does conventional
housing.

DP14 not only reflects the Government’s position on accommodation for
gypsies and travellers but also the strong agreement with the Council’s
preferred policy approach by the consultation respondents. Indeed, there was
only one objection to such a policy out of the 16 who replied.

DP15 — Promoting Affordable Housing
Preferred policy principles

Where housing development makes provision for affordable housing in
the context of Policy CP9 or CP9A, such development must:

be affordable — ie. available at a price or rental level which meets

the local definition of affordability. This will be taken as defined by

the relationship between gross household incomes pertaining in
the District, and housing costs. Affordability is thus determined
locally as follows:

o for mortgages, an affordable mortgage will be considered to be
no more than 3.5 times the average lower quartile single gross
income (or 2.9 times the equivalent joint income);

e for rents, an affordable rent is defined as no more than 25% of
the average lower quartile gross household income;

o for shared ownership, it is affordable if the contribution is no
more than 30% of average lower quartile gross household
income;

be secured in perpetuity by an appropriate means (legal, ownership
etc), ensuring that the affordability remains for successive
occupiers;

be available to people who have a local connection and by reason
of personal circumstances and employment can be demonstrated
to be in need of local housing;
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5.6.1.

iv. achieve a balance between rental property and shared equity which
is appropriate in current market conditions: reflecting the Housing
Needs Study recommendations a target will be set of 50% social
rental and 50% intermediate tenures (such as low-cost home
ownership or equity shares);

v. be fully integrated within the development, where the affordable
housing is located within market housing.

Policy DP15 addresses a very important aspect of housing need, that is
affordability. Responses to the Issues and Options Consultation disclosed a
wide interest in affordable housing. These preferred policy principles, are,
therefore, very compatible with the majority view with only 7% of replies
opposed to such a policy.

THEME 3 - SUPPORTING PROSPEROUS COMMUNITIES

DP16 — Specific Measures to Assist the Economy and Employment
Preferred policy principles

Support will be given to the following priorities in developing and
sustaining the economy of Hambleton:

i measures assisting the further development of the main industrial
clusters represented in the area: particularly food, digital and
biomedical;

ii. ensuring the continued renaissance of the five Service Centres;

iii. increasing manufacturing productivity generally, including
through encouragement to the development of support services,
and supporting existing businesses to grow to realise their

potential;

iv. supporting skills development;

V. encouraging businesses which are able to capitalise on the skills
of the resident population;

Vi. providing support and facilities to encourage new and young

businesses, particularly in key growth sectors such as IT, e-
businesses, digital media, and creative technology;

vii.  provision of high quality sites and premises suitable for B1 uses,
in town centre locations wherever possible;

viii.  provision of mixed use sites, incorporating high quality layouts,
landscaping and design, based on sustainable development
principles;

iX. developing institutional and commercial links with Tees Valley
and the North East;

X. developing the potential for increased economic links with York,
particularly relating to science and technology;

Xi. supporting the tourism sector;

xii. ~ supporting transport schemes which improve strategic links and

improve local accessibility between homes and jobs.

The preferred policy principles are based on supporting particular aspects of
Hambleton’s economy through the medium of the Local Development
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5.6.3.

Development Policies Issues and Options Consultation Report

Framework. Again, this policy choice by the Council is very much what the
majority of consultation respondents favoured, with only 6% against.

DP17 — Transport Investment which Supports the Economy and
Employment
Preferred policy principles

Transport improvement investment will be supported that assists the

LDF economic strategy, giving particular emphasis to investment that

facilitates development under Strategic Principle 1 (the Area of

Opportunity), provided that:

i. the design (including landscaping) respects its surroundings;

ii. adverse effects on public amenity and settlement character, and
the character and appearance of the countryside are minimised,
and the proposals are otherwise consistent with the
environmental objectives of the LDF;

iii. facilities are incorporated which support sustainable forms of
transport, eg. public transport, walking and cycling;

iv. the impact on public rights of way are minimised.

Support will be given in particular to:
- proposals which improve public transport accessibility to and
from the main Service Centres;
- Al upgrading proposals;
- Aiskew/Bedale/Leeming Bar Relief Road,;
- development of the Wensleydale railway;
- improvements to access Dalton Airfield.

DP17 encourages transport investment which assists the economic strategy
of the Local Development Framework, focussing as it does on the Area of
Opportunity around Thirsk, Northallerton and the eastern side of the Bedale
sub-area. The Council’s choice of policy principles matches very closely the
replies to the Issues and Options consultation; only one respondent out of 24
was opposed to such an idea.

DP18 — Retention of Employment Sites
Preferred policy principles

Sites and premises currently used or allocated for employment
purposes will be safeguarded for that use, and any use resisted which
may have an adverse effect on an area’s primary purpose for
employment, unless:

i the supply and variety of alternative employment land is sufficient
to meet District and local requirements; or

ii. evidence can be provided that no suitable and viable employment
use can be found, or is likely to be found in the foreseeable
future; or

iii. there would be substantial planning benefit in permitting an
alternative use, for example in removing a use which creates
residential amenity problems such as noise or odours; or
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iv. economic benefits to the area would result by allowing
redevelopment, for example by facilitating the retention of a
business in the area through funding a new site or premises.

Where redevelopment of employment land is accepted, particular
concern will be given towards ensuring the future viability of individual
businesses (eg. tenants of an estate or premises) that might be
displaced.

The Council feels that employment land and premises should be safeguarded
normally; where re-development for another use takes place, endeavours will
be made to ensure the viability of individual businesses affected by the re-
development. Such a policy would clearly coincide with most of the replies
from the consultation on Issues and Options; 20 out of 23 in fact held similar
opinions to the principles of the Council’'s Preferred Option.

DP19 — Support for Small and Medium-sized Enterprises/Working from
Home
Preferred policy principles

The importance to the Hambleton economy of developing Small and
Medium sized Enterprises will be recognised through support for:

I provision of workshops for B1 and B2 uses;

ii. provision of managed workspace for B1 uses in growth sectors in
appropriate locations, particularly within the Service Centres,
including provision of facilities tailored to particular economic
sectors, and proposals to provide development space as firms
grow;

iii. provision of advice, including on business planning, marketing
and information technology,

iv. support for staff training;

V. home working and live-work units, provided that the development:
a. has no detrimental amenity implications;

b. is consistent with the other policies of the LDF, in particular
concerning development outside Development Limits (Policy
DP9);

C. creates no precedent for alternative uses, should the
employment use cease;

Vi. financial incentives linked to these measures.

The importance of small and medium-sized enterprises (SMES) to economic
well-being is entirely accepted by the Council — hence their choice of
preferred policy principles which is clearly matched by the views of the
respondents. All 20 replies in fact agreed with supporting small and medium-
sized enterprises.
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DP20 — Specific Measures to Assist Market Town Regeneration
Preferred policy principles

Regeneration of the Market Towns will be encouraged, including
through assistance to the implementation of community-led
regeneration plans. Support will be given to proposals which:

i retain and develop a range of employment generating uses in
town centres, including retail, commercial, health and leisure
uses;

ii. enable the retention, enhancement and development of tourism
related facilities;

iii. redevelop vacant and underused sites close to town centres for
employment generating uses, where there is a need for
employment development in the town, giving preference over
housing use;

iv. re-use vacant upper floors, particularly in Thirsk and Bedale;

V. retain small employment sites within the urban areas and
discourage the redevelopment of employment sites for housing
development, where there is a need for employment development
in the town;

Vi. redevelop surplus publicly owned land and buildings, and bring
back into use contaminated or damaged land;

vii.  provide adequate parking provision in the town centres, to
support their commercial viability;

viii. improve public transport, pedestrian and cycling links between
the hinterlands and the town centres and employment areas;

iX. provide traffic and pedestrian improvements which lead to
environmental benefits and reduction of congestion;

X. retain existing services and facilities;

XI. maintain and enhance architectural and historical interest.

Similarly, the Market Towns are fundamental to the economy of Hambleton
District and their regeneration is therefore strongly encouraged by the
Council’s preferred policy principles. Once more, this choice of policy is
strongly endorsed by the overwhelming majority of consultee replies with only
2 replies out of 25 being opposed to such a policy.

DP21 — Relationship of Land Uses in the Town Centres of Market Towns
Preferred policy principles

Support for development in a town centre will be given where it reflects
priorities for land uses within that centre that are established through
local regeneration programmes, and where it will promote a more
vibrant and economically successful centre.

This will include securing appropriate retail, commercial and leisure
areas, an appropriate balance between residential and commercial uses
in parts of the centre, and priorities for bringing back upper floors into
use.

In general, support will be given to bringing upper floors into use,
particularly for residential purposes and B1 uses.
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Conversely, proposals that result in the loss of residential
accommodation in town centres will not be supported, unless there are
over-riding benefits from other uses.

DP21 is very closely linked to DP20 and the Council was therefore keen to
include a policy supporting town centre development based on retaining
commercial, retail and other uses. The preferred policy principles reflect the
Council’s position, as do the replies from the consultation; 18 out of 19 replies
supported such a policy.

DP22 — Transport Measures in Market Towns
Preferred policy principles

Regeneration of the centres of market towns through transport schemes
will be encouraged and supported, including through measures relating
to:

i. provision of adequate and appropriate car parking (long and short
stay);

ii.  facilities for lorry and coach parking;

iii. improvements to public transport links to the hinterland;

iv. schemes to improve the safety and convenience of pedestrians;

v. traffic schemes resulting in environmental improvements;

vi. pedestrian and cycling links between residential areas and the
centres, and cycle parking.

In each case, the design and materials used must be appropriate to the
setting.

DP22 is yet another policy closely connected to DP20 and DP21, promoting
as it does regeneration of the market town centres by transport schemes. All
21 consultation respondents shared the same general view as the Council
and would clearly support the Council’s choice of policy principles.

DP23 — Approach to Town Centre Development
Preferred policy principles

Support for town centres will be given by encouraging uses, activities
and investment that will sustain or enhance the character,
attractiveness, vitality and viability of the town centres of the Service
Centres.

Town Centre boundaries for these purposes will be defined on the
Proposals Map, and sites representing town centre development
opportunities are proposed to be designated in the Allocations DPD.

Proposals that relate to the development of the evening and night time
economy (pubs, clubs, restaurants and food outlets, and night-time
entertainment) will be supported as valuable additions to the vitality and
viability of the town centres, provided that the operation of such
activities can be controlled to address amenity implications. Such
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developments will be resisted where they have a detrimental impact on
other uses or areas, or otherwise undermine the approach towards
supporting the centre.

DP23 is very much about encouraging new investment in the town centres so
as to generally maintain or enhance their character and vitality and viability.
Again, it is a similar policy in its general direction as DP20 - DP22 and just like
DP22 all the replies from consultees would match the Council’s preferred
policy principles.

DP24 — Support for Town Centre Shopping
Preferred policy principles

The shopping role of the town centres will be supported, within the
Primary Retail Area boundaries defined on the Proposals Map.

Support will be given for appropriate new retail development (in scale
and type) in order to maintain and improve provision in the Service
Centres, in the face of competition from larger towns outside the
District. There is likely to be scope in the period to 2012 for some 2,000
- 5,000 sg. metres (net) of new convenience goods floorspace in the
District, and comparison goods floorspace of 16,000 -18,600 sq. metres
(net), the majority of which should be located in Northallerton.
Developments that cumulatively exceed these levels will nonetheless be
supported, provided that qualitative benefits result or it can be
demonstrated that such development assists in clawing back leakage of
expenditure that would be expected to support that Centre.

Retail development will be supported of a type and scale that supports
the functions of each of the town centres, provided that such
development respects the character of the centre. In the case of
Northallerton (identified as a main town centre) development that
increases the range of comparison goods retailing (including national
multiples and small local independent traders) will be supported. In the
case of Thirsk (identified as a town centre), development will be
supported which is consistent with its role as a service centre for a wide
rural catchment, and also development that caters for tourists and other
visitors to the area.

A balance between retail and non-retail commercial uses (eg. banks,
cafes) will be maintained to secure the variety and vitality of the Primary
Retail Areas. This will be achieved by the designation of Primary and
Secondary Shopping Frontages on the Proposals Map, where
differential controls will be implemented as follows:

Primary Shopping Frontages

Northallerton and Thirsk:
non-retail commercial uses will be permitted where they will not
constitute more than 25% of the frontage;

Bedale, Easingwold and Stokesley:
non-retail commercial uses will be permitted where they will not
constitute more than 33% of the frontage
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Northallerton:
non-retail commercial uses will be permitted where they will not
constitute more than 2 consecutive uses in the frontage

Thirsk:
non-retail commercial uses will be permitted where they will not
constitute more than 3 consecutive uses in the frontage

Provided in all cases that the proposals do not remove existing or
potential beneficial use of upper floors.

DP24 relates to the traditional Market Town retail function but has gone
further than DP23 by quantifying the amount of additional floor space required
and then suggesting where it might be located. The inclusion of protection for
existing retail frontages is an important element too, as is the identification of
different roles for Thirsk and Northallerton. Although there were only 15
replies to the consultation on this policy area, all but 2 would support the
preferred policy principles chosen by the Council.

5.6.10 DP25 — Other Town Centre Uses
Preferred policy principles

Development of other town centre uses, including commercial leisure
and entertainment, community facilities which attract users from a wide
area, and town centre related office uses (non-retail commercial A2
uses), and potentially B1 offices, will be encouraged to locate within the
town centre boundaries, where support is given to the vitality and
viability of the centres and access is available for all sectors of the
community.

Sites for such uses should be sought firstly within the defined town
centres, before development would be considered acceptable on the
edge (or outside) centres.

Healthy town centres are more than just places to shop of course and this is
reflected in the Council’s preferred policy principles for DP25. Once more,
consultation on the Issues and Options revealed very strong support for this
kind of policy with only one reply in opposition.

5.6.11 DP26 — Major Out of Centre Shopping Proposals.
Preferred policy principles

Major shopping proposals in locations outside Primary Retail Areas of

more than 500 sq. metres in size will not be accepted, in order to

promote the vitality and viability of existing town centres, unless the

proposal can be demonstrated to be acceptable under national guidance

contained in PPS6, and in particular:

i. theneed for the proposal, in quantitative and qualitative terms
outweighs other planning considerations; and
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ii. there are no suitable viable and available sites both within or on the
edge of the existing centres, being flexible about format, scale,
design and parking provision; and

iii. there would be no adverse impact upon the vitality and viability of
existing designated centres; and

iv. the proposal would be accessible by a choice of means of
transport, including public transport, cycling and walking.

The suite of town centre policies is further extended by policy DP26. The
Council has chosen preferred policy principles which strongly discourage
major out of town shopping proposals. Only one reply from the consultation
could be said to oppose such a policy with every other one in support.

5.6.12 DP27 — Other Retail and Non-Retail Commercial Issues
Preferred policy principles

Small scale retail proposals outside the Primary Retail Areas defined in
Policy DP26, serving neighbourhoods and residential areas (and
including the development of village shops), will be supported, unless
the development is of a scale and type which should be located within
the Primary Retail Area of atown centre, and might jeopardise the
vitality and viability of that town centre. Such development would be
below the threshold of 500 sq. metres established for major retailing by
Policy DP26.

Other forms of specialist retailing, including farm shops and similar
outlets selling goods manufactured on site, will be encouraged where
such developments would provide support for the rural economy, and
could not reasonably be expected by reason of the products sold, or the
links to other uses, to locate within town centres.

Garden centres will only be permitted within or adjacent to Development
Limits (Policy DP8), where otherwise acceptable in terms of LDF
policies. Retail developments on employment areas will be resisted
unless they are small-scale uses related to or an ancillary part of a
business use.

To complete the suite of policies related to retail issues, DP27 recognises that
small scale retail proposals may be supported if less than 500 sq. metres and
subject to other qualifications as well. The recognition of the possibility of
small scale retail developments outside of the town centres and in the villages
is something which is likely to attract much support from the consultation
respondees; although only 15 replied in total, just one of those replies would
be contrary to the preferred policy principles.

5.6.13 DP28 — Rural Employment
Preferred policy principles

Appropriate employment development comprising conversion and re-
use of rural buildings will be supported if it contributes to the local rural
economy and helps sustain rural communities, in locations outside
Development Limits, provided that:
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i. the development is not capable of location within a settlement with
Development Limits, by reason of the nature of the operation or the
absence of suitable sites;

ii. thereis demand for the product, and support will be provided to
the local economy, which in turn would help sustain rural
communities;

iii. the development would not adversely impact on the economy of the
Service Centres;

iv. thelocation is accessible by sustainable forms of transport.

Where suitable developments can be identified, support may be given to
the provision of workspace or incubator units.

The Council is very keen to support rural regeneration too and this policy
shows that. This is hardly surprising of course, in such a rural authority. Also
predictable was the strength of feeling for rural regeneration from the
respondents with almost everyone sympathetic to such a policy. The
Council’s preferred policy principles are clearly in line with the consultation
responses.

5.6.14 DP29 — Agricultural issues
Preferred policy principles

Agriculture will be supported by measures that include:

i. encouraging farm diversification which helps to sustain the existing
agricultural enterprise;

ii. promotion of sustainable forms of agriculture which include
environmentally sensitive, organic, and locally distinctive food
production, together with its processing, marketing and retailing;

iii. support for integration of agricultural activities, including for
slaughter, processing and packaging facilities on farms which
serve clusters or co-operatives of producers;

iv. guiding the development (including the design and setting) of new
agricultural buildings (including agricultural workers dwellings) to
locations and forms which are sensitive to their environment.

DP29 provides specific local guidance relating to Hambleton’s agricultural
economy. The Council’s selection of preferred policy principles puts the
position very clearly and is obviously aligned with the consultation responses
where 18 out 20 supported this kind of policy. Even the two contrary replies
said that there was a need for general guidance on agricultural issues but not
a policy specific to Hambleton.

5.6.15 DP30 — Tourism issues
Preferred policy principles

The establishment of tourist related activities will be encouraged which
make a sustainable contribution to the local economy, and which do not
have a detrimental impact on, and where possible enhance, the local
environment and landscape.
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5.7.1

5.7.2

In order to ensure that the proposals will endure, it will be necessary to
demonstrate that there is (or will be) adequate demand to support the
activities proposed. Priority will be given to redevelopment and
conversion rather than new building.

The provision of tourist accommodation, including the location of
caravans (static and touring) and chalet accommodation, will only be
supported in the countryside if it does not adversely affect the character
and appearance of the area, taking account of the capacity of the local
area to absorb the development.

Policy DP30 promotes tourism provided it is sustainable and its impacts are
not detrimental. Conversion of existing buildings is preferred to new build.
Those preferred policy principles are fully consistent with responses to the
consultation on the Issues and Options according to 20 out of 21 replies.

THEME 4 - MAINTAINING A QUALITY ENVIRONMENT

DP31 — Conservation
Preferred policy principles

Conservation of the built historic heritage will be ensured by:

i. identifying, protecting and enhancing Conservation Areas;

ii. preserving and enhancing Listed Buildings, and other buildings
and sites (including Historic Battlefields and Historic Parks and
Gardens) which contribute to the heritage of the District.

Development within or affecting the setting of these features should
seek to preserve or enhance all features that contribute to their
character and appearance, and to the locality as a whole, in accordance
with the national legislation that designates the feature, and in the case
of a Conservation Area, any Appraisal produced for that Area.

Particularly important considerations will include the position and
massing of new development in relation to the particular asset, and the
materials and design utilised.

The Council’s preferred policy principles are hardly surprising considering the
significance of conservation at both local and national levels. All 20 replies
supported local planning guidance on conservation too; in fact one
respondent thought that a single policy on conservation was just not enough.

DP32 — Archaeology
Preferred policy principles

Known sites of archaeological importance will be clearly identified and
protected, in accordance with the national legislation that protects the

feature. Sites that become known will similarly be protected according
to their importance.
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There will be a presumption in favour of the physical preservation in situ
of nationally important archaeological remains (whether scheduled or
not).

In addition, development will not be permitted which will adversely
affect remains of regional, County or local significance.

In accordance with national legislation, preservation of remains may
require either the refusal of development that could be detrimental, the
preservation of the remains in situ, or the recording of the remains prior
to removal.

Where appropriate, provision should be made for interpretation and
access in situ, and for realising tourism and cultural benefits where
public access is possible without detriment to the site.

DP32 is a recognition by the Council of the value of archaeological sites and
remains and the preferred policy principles chosen show that; so too does the
response from the consultation exercise as far as the community is
concerned. Although 2 replies queried the need for a Local Development
Framework policy, the reason was the extensive guidance already available
from PPG15 Conservation rather than any suggestion that conservation is not
important.

DP33 — Protecting the character and appearance of the countryside
Preferred policy principles

The openness, character and quality of the District’s landscape will be
protected and where possible enhanced. New development should
respect landscape character and its surroundings, and not have a
detrimental effect on the immediate environment.

The design of buildings, and the acceptability of development, will need
to take full account of the scenic quality and distinctive local character
of the landscape. The use of techniques such as landscape character
analysis to establish the local importance, and the key features that
should be protected and enhanced, will be supported.

Where possible opportunities should be taken to add appropriate
character and distinctiveness through the contribution of new
landscape features, particularly to landscapes which otherwise lack
interest.

Landscape quality is valued in Hambleton; DP33 reflects that in its preferred
policy principles and so did the responses from consultees. Again the only
dissension regarding a local policy in the Local Development Framework was
due to the belief that sufficient guidance already existed at national level or
that each site had to be treated individually rather than having a general policy
across the district.
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DP34 — protecting natural resources: bio — diversity/nature conservation
Preferred policy principles

Sites and habitats of nature conservation value will be protected from
inappropriate development. Support will be given to their enhancement,
and to improving the number of sites and habitats of nature
conservation value, and in particular to delivering the proposals of the
Biodiversity Action Plan.

Sites are indicated on the Proposals Map under national legislation
(Sites of Special Scientific Interest - SSSIs, and Local Nature Reserves -
LNRs), and will be protected under the terms of that legislation. Locally
important sites are also designated (Sites of Importance for Nature
Conservation — SINCs) and will be protected and enhanced as
appropriate to their local importance. Outside the areas designated, the
interests of nature conservation must be taken into account wherever
appropriate.

DP34 gives added local protection to the nature conservation sites and
habitats by its choice of preferred policy principles. Consultation responses to
the Development Policies Issues and Options were generally very
sympathetic to this kind of approach; the three replies that were not were
relying on national guidance instead.

DP35 — general design
Preferred policy principles

The design of all new developments, both built elements and
landscaping, must be of high quality. Attention to the design quality of
all development will be essential, and encouragement will be given to
the submission of design statements supporting and explaining the
design components of all relevant proposals.

Support will be given to creative, innovative and sustainable designs
that take into account local character and settings, and promote local
identity and distinctiveness, and reflect the following principles:

USE

i development should seek to support the creation of sustainable
neighbourhoods, that respect their local context. Mixed use
developments will be encouraged where the uses are
complementary to each other and to those in the existing
community, and where the development is capable of supporting
a range of services and public transport;

ii. proposals should where possible promote a density and mix of
uses which creates vitality and interest;

MOVEMENT

iii. opportunities should be taken to create connected layouts that
provide choice, and improve access to facilities and public
transport;
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FORM
Vi.

Vil.

viii.

Xi.

Xii.

provision should be made for walking and cycling, including the
provision of footpath links, cycleways and cycle parking facilities;

where the nature of development permits, a framework of
connected spaces should be developed that respects all users by
offering a safe attractive environment for all;

proposals must respect the local character and distinctiveness by
enhancing its positive attributes whilst mitigating its negative
aspects;

in terms of scale, volume and massing, development should
result in built forms that contribute positively to the townscape or
surrounding buildings, whilst respecting the scale of adjacent
spaces;

development should take every opportunity to create good design
that respects key views, roofscapes, landmarks, and focal points;

development should pay due regard to existing roofscapes and
traditional design and forms of construction, and avoid the use of
inappropriate details;

development should incorporate high quality building design and
detailing, with concern given to appropriately designed elements;

sustainable forms of development should be designed wherever
possible, incorporating sustainable energy use (as indicated by
Policy DP37), minimising waste production and providing
opportunities for recycling, and minimising pollution. Orientation
and layout of development should maximise the potential for
passive solar heating;

proposals must respond to the need for privacy, aim to limit
intrusion, and safeguard amenity in accordance with Policy DP1;

SPACE

Xiii.

Xiv.

XV.

XVi.

proposals should create people-friendly places that allow for
necessary vehicular access;

places should be safe and secure, with effective natural
surveillance;

private spaces should incorporate well designed private and
semi-private open space for all buildings, appropriate to the
design character of the area;

opportunities should be taken to support the development of a
varied network of attractive, usable and safe publicly accessible
spaces;
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5.8

5.8.1

5.8.2

xvii. provision for parking should where possible be made in discreet
but safe locations within the development;

xviii. reflecting Policy DP34, design should seek to retain existing
important species and habitats and maximise opportunities for
habitat enhancement, creation and management.

The design of buildings and their setting must be of high quality according to
policy DP35. The consultation responses were all entirely supportive of a
policy on good design; the only rider was a suggestion for a generic design
policy which would refer to different aspects of design under the one policy.
The preferred policy principles are fully consistent with the consultation
response in other respects.

THEME 5 - CREATING HEALTHY AND SAFE COMMUNITIES

DP36 — Landscaping
Preferred policy principles

Landscaping of new development should where possible be an

integrated part of the overall design, and:

i. create avisually pleasant, sustainable and biodiversity-rich
environment;

ii. provide for sustainable solutions including the use of Sustainable
Drainage Schemes (SUDS);

iii. protect and enhance key landscape features;

iv. create new features and areas of open space that reflect local
landscape character;

v. contribute to character, appearance and sense of place;

vi. promote a public realm which is rich in identity, attractive and safe.

Landscape is specifically the focus of the preferred policy principles under
DP36, reflecting the Council’s view about the importance of quality
landscapes and landscaping. The replies to the Issues and Options
consultation said much the same thing. No one dissented in fact, giving the
closest fit between the DP36 and the community’s views.

DP37 — Renewable energy
Preferred policy principles

Development will be encouraged which minimises energy demand,
improves energy efficiency and promotes renewable energy
technologies as part of an integrated strategy.

For all developments above 1,000 sq. m in size, or 10 or more residential
units, the following will be required:

I developers must show that they have addressed sustainable
energy issues, by reference to accredited assessment schemes,

and in the case of commercial schemes must undertake an energy
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5.8.3

use assessment and consider the feasibility of incorporating
Combined Heat and Power (CHP) schemes;

ii. energy efficient measures must be incorporated which will
provide at least 10% of their energy requirements from on-site
renewable energy generation, or otherwise demonstrate similar
energy savings through design measures;

Environmentally acceptable opportunities must be taken to promote
developments providing sources of renewable energy, and support will
be given to proposals that enable the District to achieve the RSS targets
set for renewable energy provision. Proposals will need to demonstrate
acceptability in terms of:

i the need to avoid unacceptable environmental or amenity
impacts, such as noise, dust, odour etc (Policy DP1);
ii. the appropriateness of the location and scale of the development
in relation to:
- impact on visual amenity and the character and sensitivity of
the landscape (Policy DP33);
- potential for cumulative impacts;
- accessibility by road or public transport;
- safety issues (eg. in relation to airfields);
- impact on nature conservation (Policy DP34) or Green Belt
(Policy DP9).

DP37 is intended to provide local policy guidance on energy issues through its
preferred policy principles. The consultation replies strongly supported such a
policy approach but there were serious reservations about wind energy from
some respondents. Yet again, DP37as currently expressed is clearly in line
with the community’s opinion in supporting renewable energy and minimising
energy consumption subject to acceptable environmental impact.

DP38 — Water resources
Preferred policy principles

Development proposals must not pose an unacceptable risk either to
the quantity or the quality of the District’s water resources.

Support will be given to proposals that seek to maintain and improve the
guality of rivers and streams.

The Council is very committed to protecting water resources and has selected
its preferred policy principles for DP38 accordingly. While the Issues and
Options consultation revealed the same community commitment, not
everyone felt the need for a local policy as such; indeed out of 17 replies, 5
gueried the justification for a local policy. Nevertheless it is still true to say that
the preferred policy principles would still be supported by the majority of
respondents.
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5.8.4

5.8.5

DP39 — Waste
Preferred policy principles

Development and activities will be encouraged which support the
minimisation of waste and the reuse of materials, and in particular assist
in the delivery of the priorities of the waste hierarchy —which seeks first
to promote the reduction of waste, followed by its re-use, then recycling
and composting, followed by energy recovery, before finally accepting
its disposal as a last resort.

Support will be given for the provision of accessible and well-designed
recycling facilities and recycling collection points. All new
developments will need to make appropriate provision for recycling
facilities and the collection of waste.

This policy seeks to apply the Government’s waste strategy to the Hambleton
District by encouraging the minimisation of waste, maximisation of the re —
use of materials and supporting recycling facilities. Most consultation replies
supported a waste policy and therefore would be in sympathy with DP39’s
policy principles. Less than 6% objected; the Government Office for Yorkshire
and the Humber was one of the objectors, preferring instead that waste policy
should be dealt with by a Core Policy rather than a Development Policy as
such.

DP40 — Open Space, sport and recreation
Preferred policy principles

Support will be given to sport, recreational and cultural activities by:

I retaining, protecting and enhancing land with an existing
recreational use, and securing additional provision which helps
remedy quantitative and qualitative deficiencies, in order to secure
appropriate local standards of availability and access for all.
Proposals for development will be assessed against local
guantitative and qualitative standards;

ii. provision and enhancement of facilities required to serve new
developments, including public art.

Development which will result in the loss of public or private land with
recreational value will not be permitted, unless it can be shown that the
site is no longer needed, or is unlikely to be required in the future, or an
alternative facility of equivalent value is to be provided.

The Council’s keen support for cultural and sport activities is demonstrated by
the policy principles for DP40 which encourage the retention of and
improvements to existing facilities and the development of new ones. Only 2
consultees objected to such a policy, as compared with 24 who were in
favour. The preferred policy principles would clearly be consistent with the
feelings expressed in the majority of replies. One of the replies did suggest
combining DP40 and 41. as an alternative the 2 policies.
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5.8.6

5.8.7

5.8.8

DP41 — Major outdoor recreation
Preferred policy principles

Provision of appropriate forms of major outdoor recreation will be
promoted which meet the needs of residents and users, provided that:

i conflict between different activities can be resolved (eg. by
separation in space or time);

ii.  detrimental implications for amenity and the environment are
reduced to an acceptable level,

iii. necessary mitigation measures are included,;

iv. the development accords with the principles of sustainable
development.

With regard to major outdoor recreation facilities, the Council’s preferred
policy principles would clearly promote such facilities, and as such would be
attractive to most consultees responding. Only one response objected to a
policy to do with major recreation facilities although again there was a call to
consider merging DP40 with DP42.

DP42 — Recreational links
Preferred policy principles

The establishment and maintenance of a network of accessible, high
guality, open spaces will be promoted in both urban and rural areas,
which provides for and links recreational activities, and provides also
links between uses such as residential, commercial and leisure. Such
links should also provide for cycling and walking, and support nature
conservation and the increase of biodiversity.

This policy recognises the value of linking open spaces for instance by
footpaths and cycleways. Only 1 reply objected to this kind of policy during the
Issues and Options consultation compared with 17 in agreement, so again it is
apparent that the Council’s policy principles set out in DP42 would be
supported by most consultees who replied. Once more though there was a
suggestion that DP41 be combined with DP42.

DP43 — Designing out crime
Preferred policy principles

All developments should seek to promote community safety and
achieve a reduction in crime and the fear of crime, by providing a safe
and secure environment.

The design of schemes must address the means of reducing the
opportunities for crime and anti-social behaviour, and must also seek to
reduce the potential for the fear of crime.

Support will be given to measures to tackle crime prevention, and to
provide suitable locations for social activities to be undertaken where
the risks of anti-social behaviour are minimised and can adequately be
controlled.
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A policy geared towards improving community safety and reducing crime was
always likely to be attractive to many and it was; only 3 out of 19 replies
objected to a policy covering these matters and then largely because of a
belief that a Development Policy could achieve little in this respect. The
Council’s preferred policy options can therefore safely be said to be consistent
with the majority consultation response.

5.8.9 DP44 — Road safety
Preferred policy principles

The design of all developments, including new transport schemes, must
maximise road safety, and achieve safe conditions for pedestrians and
cyclists.

Support will be given to initiatives that promote greater road safety,
including traffic management measures, home zones and greater use of
extreme slow limits. Design of such schemes must be appropriate to
their settings.

The same responses were made to a policy about road safety: a large
majority in favour of a policy covering such matters. In their choice of
preferred policy principles for DP44, the Council were clearly consistent with
most consultation replies.

5.8.10 DP45 — Hazardous and environmentally sensitive operations
Preferred policy principles

The public, land uses and the environment will be protected from the
actual or potential effects of hazardous or other activities likely to be
detrimental to public health.

Potentially hazardous or polluting activities will be kept separate from
other uses likely to be sensitive, in order to prevent potential conflicts
and in particular to protect health, safety and amenity of the general
public.

Protecting the community and its environment from hazards was also likely to
be supported by the community; it was no surprise therefore that only one
reply was against such a policy compared to 17 in favour. The Council’s
preferred policy principles for DP45 are thus plainly consistent with the
consultation response.

5.8.11 DP46 — Flooding and washlands
Preferred policy principles

Development proposals will not be permitted where it would have an
adverse effect on watercourses or increase the risk of flooding
elsewhere.
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Development will only be permitted if it has an acceptably low risk of
being affected by flooding, and where all necessary mitigation measures
are provided.

To be considered for approval, development proposals advanced on
land that has any risk of flooding will need to demonstrate that the
sequential approach required by PPG25 has been undertaken, ie. that all
sites with less potential for flooding have been examined first.

Mitigation and relief measures will be supported which reduce the risk
of flooding of existing development.

Previous consultations on the Core Strategy Issues and Options and
Preferred Options had already revealed a concern about flooding in the
District. It was only to be expected therefore that that concern would be
repeated when consultees were asked whether there should be a
Development Policy addressing such matters. All 23 respondents said there
should be and the Council showed it shared that view when it chose the
preferred policy principles that it did.

5.8.12 DP47 — Noise

Preferred policy principles

Noise sensitive development will not be permitted to locate in areas
where potential for harmful noise levels is known to exist.

Development likely to generate harmful noise levels will be directed to
appropriate locations.

Noise has to be an issue in a District where there are two active military
airfields. All 18 replies said there should be a Development Policy about
noise; the Council’s concurrence is reflected in its selection of preferred policy
options.

PART B — THE REJECTED OPTIONS

5.9

ALTERNATIVE OPTIONS NOT SELECTED

In general terms, the responses to the consultation on the Development
Policies Issues and Options Report were mostly supportive of the Council’s
policy intentions or stances. Similarly there is a close match between those
responses and the preferred policy principles subsequently chosen by the
Council. The alternative options not selected by the Council are unlikely,
therefore, to have met the respondents’ views about the sort of development
policies the Local Development Framework should contain, as the following
analysis shows.
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5.9.1
a.

5.9.2

5.9.3

594

5.9.5

DP1 — Protecting public amenity

do not include a policy on amenity.

Not to have a policy on amenity would have satisfied only 2 (5%) of the 37
consultees who replied so the Council’s rejection of this option was consistent
with the consultation findings.

include a greater degree of prescription.

Although there was strong support for an amenity policy there was also quite
a feeling that a greater degree of prescription was undesirable or alternatively,
should be left to Supplementary Planning Document.

DP2 — Securing developer contributions

do not include a policy on planning obligations

The Council’s rejection of this alternative would have disappointed the
majority of consultees who wanted such a policy and only please the minority
who were opposed to it.

do not list specific facilities

Although this was clearly an option, a number of the respondents referred
directly to a policy approach which was as locally specific as possible so they
would have supported the rejection of this alternative by the Council.

include individual policies on significant facilities

Bearing in mind a number of respondents thought detail on planning
obligation was best included in a Supplementary Planning Document, the
respondents would probably have rejected this option in the same way the
Council has.

DP3 — Site accessibility

do not include a policy on site accessibility

The majority of replies favoured a policy on site accessibility but respondents
acknowledged that Hambleton is a largely rural area and therefore car usage
would remain a very important mode of travel. Nevertheless, the majority
view would still have been to reject this alternative as the Council has.

do not include details of measures

There was good support from consultees for including detailed measures
although some clearly did not agree. Rejecting this option by the Council
would therefore have been favoured by most respondents.

DP4 — Inclusive access for all.

include access arrangements as an issue within overall design (see
DP35).

Several respondents favoured a generic design policy in which reference was
made to a number of design criteria including access arrangements. However,
most favoured a development policy incorporating access arrangements.
Speaking generally, therefore, this alternative option would have been
discounted by the majority, as the Council has.

DP5 — Community facilities

rely on market forces

The much larger number of supporters for a policy seeking to retain
community facilities would, like the Council, have rejected this option. Both
the Council and most of the consultees clearly have no wish to rely on market
forces.
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5.9.6

5.9.7

5.9.8

5.9.9

more detailed guidance within the policy, relating to specific types of
facility

More detailed guidance could have been incorporated but there was clearly a
majority of consultees who wanted the Local Development Framework to
establish principles which could be elaborated in a Supplementary Planning
Document if need be. Non- selection of this option would therefore be the
favourite in line with most responses.

DP6 — Public utilities

do not include policy on public utilities

Most consultees preferred to have a policy on utilities and would not,
therefore, be satisfied if there were not such a policy in the Local
Development Framework. Accordingly, they too would have rejected this
option, like the Council.

DP7 - Telecommunications

do not include a policy on telecommunications

Even the Mobile Operations Association was in favour of a specific policy in
telecommunications (especially if it used their suggested wording!). Only 2
respondents objected. Non-selection of this option would therefore attract the
support of nearly all the consultees responding.

specify locations/areas where telecommunications masts will not be
permitted

There was support for identifying where such telecommunication masts were
unacceptable from the Nidderdale Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
Committee. It is unclear how far this option would have been acceptable to
other respondents.

DP8 — Development limits

a criteria based approach is adopted, rather than showing specific
boundaries

Most consultees replying to this particular question were in favour of defined
settlement limits although with some qualification. Rejection of this alternative
by the Council would, therefore, be consistent with the majority of replies
although a minority preferred a criteria based approach.

DP9 — Development outside development limits

more specific guidance is given on the types and nature of development
There was some support for more specific guidance outside Development
Limits and it will be interesting to see the reaction to the Council’s decision to
reject such guidance in the forthcoming consultation on the Preferred Options.
detailed guidance is provided on the different types of development
which might be proposed within the Green Belt.

While some respondents supported detailed guidance on the types of
development to be permitted, others preferred the degree of detailed
guidance to be limited. Again, it will be interesting to see the replies to the
Preferred Options consultation.
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5.9.10 DP10 — Form of settlements

a.

do not include a policy identifying criteria (or specific sites) important to
the form of settlements

Not providing a policy either criteria or area based was not acceptable to
almost every respondent. Rejection of this alternative by the Council would,
therefore, correspond with the view of most.

the policy relates solely to areas designated on the Proposals Map

A policy relating only to designated areas and not including criteria for defining
such areas, would not have satisfied many respondents, who were very keen
to see both designations and criteria. In not selecting the alternative, the
Council has, therefore, chosen preferred policy principles which would attract
greater support from the consultees who replied about this policy issue.

more detailed guidance is provided on the operation of the policy

There appeared to be limited interest by consultees in detailed guidance for
different uses or locations.

5.9.11 DP11 Phasing of housing

a.

rely on market forces

Although there was some support for leaving phasing to market forces, most
respondents argued for a planning policy and would have endorsed the non-
selection of this option. In any case there was a requirement by the Regional
Spatial Strategy and the ODPM to include phasing in one way or another.
vary the timescales (and number of) phases, and adopt different
principles for the release of land in each

Few replies were couched in sufficient detail to seek to vary phasing in this
way so it is not possible to say whether rejection of this option would have
been consistent with the consultation responses.

5.9.12 DP12 — Delivering brownfield housing targets

a.
b.
C.

specify targets solely at the District level

exclude targets (and rely solely on Regional Spatial Strategy)

adopt a different target from that set by Regional Spatial Strategy

Much the majority of replies were in favour of brownfield development subject
to riders of course, particularly by developers and agents. Nevertheless, it is
unlikely that any of the options listed above would have attracted much
support. In not choosing any of them, the Council’s position can be said to be
very similar to the consultees’ responses.

5.9.13 DP13 — Achieving the right mix of housing

a.

specify requirements in more detail as the District level and at sub-area
level

Replies about DP13 were quite diverse with significant opposition from
developers and agents to any policy about the mix of housing. Specific
requirements in further detail would, very likely, have attracted the same
opposition from the market. Other respondents may or may not have
supported the preferred policy principle — the consultation on the
Development Policies Preferred Options will be illuminating in this respect.
exclude guidance on the mix of housing

Despite opposition from developers and agents, most responses pressed
strongly for a policy on a mix of housing and the non-selection of this option
would probably have attracted the same support as the one actually chosen.

Development Policies Issues and Options Consultation Report 53
January 2006



5.9.14 DP14 — Gypsies, travellers and travelling show people

a.

do not include a policy on meeting the needs of the gypsy community
The very strong agreement with a policy on gypsies and travellers would
almost certainly have meant equally strong support for the Council not
choosing this alternative.

identify sites in the Allocations DPD

There was some support for identifying specific sites from the consultation
replies but not enough to have chosen this alternative as the preferred option.
The Council’s rejection of this option is likely to have been agreed with by the
majority of respondents.

5.9.15 DP15 - Promoting affordable housing

a.

specify affordability requirements in more detail

While there was keen interest in a policy on affordable housing from most
respondents, a number of them referred to detailed matters being included in
a Supplementary Planning Document. It is, therefore, a reasonable
conclusion to draw that this alternative would not have had as much support
from the consultees as the preferred policy principle. From the respondents'’
point of view, therefore, rejection of this alternative by the Council would have
been endorsed by the majority.

exclude guidance on further affordability matters

This alternative would rely on national guidance and negotiations about
specific sites subject to planning applications. As such, most respondents
would have agreed with the Council’s rejection of it.

5.9.16 DP16 — Specific measures to assist the economy and employment

a.

do not include a policy detailing specific measures to assist the
economy and employment

Most replies had supported the suggested list of priorities for developing
Hambleton’s economy. Rejection of this alternative by the Council would,
therefore, have found favour with the majority of respondents.

5.9.17 DP17 — Transport investment which supports the economy and

a.

employment

detail more specific proposals, including make more Allocations,
through this policy

Only one reply had objected to a policy supporting transport investment that
assisted the economy. It is not clear, though, whether a more detailed
alternative would be similarly supported although it might; the response to the
Preferred Options will be interesting in this respect then.

5.9.18 DP18 — Retention of employment sites

a.

do not include a safeguarding policy

Twenty out of 23 replies to the consultation had supported a policy
safeguarding employment land; for the Council to choose not to have such a
policy would, therefore, clearly run counter to the majority view. Hence the
rejection of this option would match up with most replies.

designate specific employment areas for safeguarding on the Proposals
Map

While there had been very strong support in general for a safeguarding policy,
not everyone thought specific sites should be identified as opposed to a
criteria based approach to safeguarding. Again, the response to the
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Development Policies Preferred Options consultation will be interesting in this
respect in that consultees will be asked directly about the alternatives not
selected by the Council.

5.9.19 DP19 — Support for small and medium-sized enterprises/working from

a.

home

specify support requirements in more detail

The support for a policy for SMEs was unanimous. The level of detail did not
really arise as an issue in the consultation. How much detail to include in any
planning policy is often controversial so it is not clear what the consultation
responses would have been to a specific question about detail.

exclude guidance on small businesses etc.

By contrast it is easier to assess what the respondents would have thought to
having no policy so it is highly probable they would have supported rejection
of this alternative option by the Council.

5.9.20 DP20 — Specific measures to assist market town regeneration

a.

do not include a policy detailing specific measures relating to market
town regeneration

Specific guidance for market towns was very popular with consultees;
rejecting this option would almost certainly have been as popular.

5.9.21 DP21 — Relationship of land uses in the town centres of market towns

a.

specify guidance on land uses in more detail

More detail may have been attractive to a majority of respondents; the
response to the Preferred Options consultation will, hopefully, tell.

exclude guidance on town centre land uses

With only one exception, every respondent had agreed with specific guidance
on town centre land uses; the Council’s rejection of this alternative would very
likely have attracted the same support.

5.9.22 DP22 — Transport Measures in Market Towns

a.

exclude guidance on town centre transport investment

The respondents to this question were unanimous in welcoming policy
guidance on transport measures in market towns. Rejecting an alternative of
not having such guidance would very likely receive the same overwhelming
support.

5.9.23 DP23 — Approach to town centre development

a.
b.
C.

adopt alternative boundaries for the town centres

propose alternative development sites within the town centres

propose more detailed guidance on appropriate town centre activities, in
particular to resist the development of night-time activities which have
detrimental implications for amenity

The alternatives not selected in this case covered a variety of town centre
land use issues, as indeed did the questions asked of consultees.

Alternatives (a) and (b) may well be pursued further following the publication
of the Draft Proposals Map when respondents may suggest different
boundaries at that stage.
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Alternative (c) raises night-time activities which have proven to be mixed
blessings in town centres. However, the respondents seemed little interested
in such matters.

5.9.24 DP24 — Support for town centre shopping

a.

@~oo

adopt alternative boundaries for the Primary Retail Areas

This alternative also deals with boundaries, this time for Primary Retail Areas.
The Council would welcome comments on the appropriateness of the
boundaries.

propose alternative scales of retail development within the District
propose alternative guidance on appropriate forms of retailing within
each of the town centres

The Council would also encourage comments on alternatives, (b) and (c)
which reflect advice on shopping frontage options set out in the Council’s
Town Centres Study.

Shopping frontage options:

adopt alternative boundaries for the Primary and Secondary Frontages
let market forces determine the mix of uses

ban non-shopping uses in the defined Primary Retail Areas

propose alternative proportions of non-retail uses within the control
mechanism

All these options relate to shopping frontages. Alternative (d) raises a
guestion specifically about the Primary and Secondary Frontages and
welcomes comments through the Proposals Map consultation process.
Alternatives (e) and (f) oscillate between allowing market forces full reign and
banning non-retail uses. Alternative (g) raises issues about different
proportions of retail and non-retail uses and again, comments would be
welcomed by the Council.

5.9.25 DP25 — Other town centre uses

a.

b.

specify guidance on acceptable town centre (non-retail) uses in more
detail

exclude additional guidance on non-retail uses in town centres

There was little interest expressed by the respondents in a policy on town
centre uses. A meaningful conclusion about the wisdom of the Council
rejecting the two alternatives cannot realistically be drawn from such a small
response.

5.9.26 DP26 — Major out of centre shopping proposals

a.
b.

exclude specific guidance on major out-of-centre retailing

adopt a different size threshold for the definition of major retailing
proposals

Although there was again a low response to this question, the respondents
who did comment were much opposed to major out-of-centre retailing. Non-
selection of alternative (a) would, therefore, in all probability, have received
strong support.

The prospect of an alternative size threshold as postulated under alternative
(b) did not seem to be the issue, rather the very need for major out-of-centre
retailing.
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5.9.27 DP27 — Other retail and non-retail commercial issues

a. exclude specific guidance on other retailing issues
All but one reply agreed with a policy on other retail issues. The Council’s
non-selection of an alternative of having no such guidance would therefore
very likely be warmly welcomed.

5.9.28 DP28 — Rural employment

a. be more permissive towards rural economic development proposals
Although the majority of replies were favourable to a policy on rural
employment, there was nevertheless a concern to protect the market towns
from the impact of rural developments. Rejecting a more permissive
approach, on the face of it, would appear to have the support of the most
respondents.

b. be more restrictive towards rural economic development proposals
This alternative would probably not have struck the right balance for most
respondents and its rejection by the Council would, therefore, probably be
favoured.

5.9.29 DP29 — Agricultural issues

a. exclude specific guidance on agricultural issues
Nearly every reply had supported an agricultural policy and a number of
issues about farming had been raised. Rejecting policy option (a) would,
therefore, very likely be strongly supported by the respondents.

5.9.30 DP30 — Tourism issues

a. exclude specific guidance on tourism issues
Only one response was against a policy on tourism. Non-selection of such a
policy would, therefore, be approved by the majority and the Council would
most likely be applauded for rejecting option (a).

b. be more specific and prescriptive in the forms and locations where
tourism potential will be encouraged or restricted
On the other hand, several respondents had concerns about tourism — low
pay, seasonal employment, environmental impact and so on. There may,
therefore, be some support for a more restrictive policy even if the majority
would endorse the Council’s action in rejecting such a policy.

5.9.31 DP31 - Conservation

a. specify requirements in more detail (perhaps through a number of
different policies in the Development Plan Document)
Strong feeling for the importance of conservation issues in the District was
revealed in the unanimous support for a conservation policy. The response to
the Development Policies Preferred Option consultation may indicate interest
in more detailed policy guidance. Certainly one of the respondents, Tanfield
Parish Council, thought only one conservation policy may not be enough.

5.9.32 DP32 — Archaeology

a. specify requirements in more detail (perhaps through a number of
different policies in the Development Plan Document)
There was very strong interest from the consultees in an archaeology policy.
Alternative (a) would provide more detailed guidance which may be preferred
by some respondents; again the Preferred Options Consultation may well
show that.
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5.9.33 DP33 — Protecting the character and appearance of the countryside

a. identify locally important areas of landscape value
Responses to the Issues and Options Consultation clearly favoured a
landscape policy in the Local Development Framework. However, there were
divided opinions as to which form the policy should take. Alternative (a)
would, therefore, have the support of some respondents but equally there
would be those against, including the Countryside Agency. It would also
conflict with PPS7 advice. The Council’s rejection of this alternative would be
both supported and opposed.

b. identify areas where landscape enhancement should be a priority
The idea of prioritising areas for landscape enhancement would similarly
attract both support and opposition from respondents; it follows that non-
selection of (b) by the Council would also have been both supported and
opposed by consultees.

5.9.34 DP34 — Protecting natural resources: bio-diversity/nature conservation.

a. specify requirements in more detail (perhaps through a number of
different policies in the Development Plan Document)
Predictably, there was very firm agreement from respondents that there
should be a policy on natural resources and nature conservation. Option (a)
would have added more detail by having more than one policy for instance.
That may well have attracted significant support from those respondents
particularly committed to nature conservation. Once more, the response to
the Preferred Options consultation could make interesting reading.

5.9.35 DP35 — General design.

a. exclude specific guidance on design
This option would have conflicted with the results of the Issues and Options
Consultation which revealed all 24 respondents were in favour of a design
policy. Selection of option (a) by the Council would, therefore, almost
certainly have attracted strong opposition from the same 24.

b. include different principles within the listing of design considerations
This option would mean different design principles would be put forward to the
ones preferred by the Council. However, the principles have not been
exposed to consultation before and therefore the respondents have not had
the opportunity to express their views about much of the detail of the
principles. The Council now awaits with interest the Preferred Options
consultation outcomes regarding the preferred principles.

5.9.36 DP36 — Landscaping

a. exclude specific guidance on landscaping
Once again, there was unanimous support, this time for a policy on
landscaping. The Council’s decision to reject an option which omitted specific
guidance on landscaping would very likely have attracted the full agreement
of the consultation respondents.

b. include different principles within the listing of landscaping
considerations
Without knowing what the different principles could say, it is not possible to
comment sensibly on the basis of the consultation results whether the
community would endorse the Council’s rejection of alternative (b).
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5.9.37 DP37 — Renewable energy

a. exclude specific guidance on sustainable energy
Only one reply was not in favour of a sustainable energy development policy.
With that in mind, it is reasonable to assume that the majority would also have
rejected option (a) which is in favour of a policy excluding guidance on
sustainable energy.

b. include alternative measures or exclude detail
There is insufficient information about this option to know whether consultees
would have supported a policy which included alternative measures.

C. take a negative stance to certain forms of renewable energy
The responses to the Development Policies Issues and Options consultation
included real opposition to wind turbines. This may be repeated in the
consultation over the Preferred Options — time will tell.

5.9.38 DP38 — Water resources

a. exclude specific guidance on water resources
Nearly one in four consultation replies thought no specific guidelines were
required although there was the widest acceptance that water resources
themselves were fundamental to us. The alternative option of relying on other
legislation rather than planning would, thus, have been supported by a
significant number of respondents. Nonetheless, the majority wanted a
development policy conserving water resources and would very likely,
therefore, have approved of the Council rejecting the option not to have a

policy.

5.9.39 DP39 — Waste

a. exclude specific guidance on waste
Again about 25% of consultees were not in favour of a development policy
concerning waste, not least because of the County Council’s planning
responsibilities for waste. Most respondents favoured a waste policy though
so it follows that option (a) would probably have been rejected by them.

5.9.40 DP40 — Open space, sport and recreation

a. exclude specific guidance on open space and recreational facilities
A development policy relating to open space and recreation facilities was
agreed to by all but 2 of the 24 replies. The Council’s decision not to select
the option would very likely have attracted the same enthusiastic support.

b. provide more specific guidance on open space and recreational facilities
Selection of this option may be appropriate but must await the completion of
the Council’'s proposed study on open space and recreational facilities before
the necessary evidence base is available.

5.9.41 DP41 — Major outdoor recreation

a. exclude specific guidance on major outdoor recreation
There was even stronger support for a policy on major outdoor recreation with
only one objection. Again it is safe to assume that the Council’s decision to
reject an option of not having specific guidance would have been firmly
endorsed.

b. be more specific and prescriptive in guidance on the different forms of
major outdoor recreation
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Selection of this option may be appropriate but must await the completion of
the Council’'s proposed study on open space and recreational facilities before
the necessary evidence base is available.

5.9.42 DP42 — Recreational links

a.

exclude specific guidance on recreational links

There was great support for such a policy from the consultees with only one
disagreeing. Rejection of this option by the Council, therefore, would almost
certainly have been a popular decision.

be more specific and prescriptive in relation to the development of the
networks

While this option may be appropriate, a decision to choose it or not is also
dependent on the Council’s proposed open space study providing the
necessary evidence to do so.

5.9.43 DP43 — Designing out crime

a.

exclude specific guidance on designing out crime

Most consultees had supported the Council’s proposal for specific policy
guidance to do with designing out crime. Much the same support could
reasonably have been expected for rejecting an option which did not give
specific guidance.

5.9.44 DP44 — Road safety

a.

exclude specific guidance on road safety

Most consultation replies were in agreement with a road safety policy
although there was support instead for a Supplementary Planning Document
covering the same topic. It is still fair to say though that the majority would
have endorsed the Council’s non-selection of an option which would have
relied on national guidance rather than something local and specific to
Hambleton.

5.9.45 DP45 — Hazardous and environmentally sensitive operations

a.

be more specific and prescriptive in relation to different categories of
hazardous and environmentally sensitive operations

Near unanimous support (17 out of 18 replies) had been given by those
responding to the Council in consultation. This option of more specific control
could have been chosen by the Council, of course, and may also have been
agreed to by consultees; again, the consultation on the Preferred Options may
be helpful in this respect.

5.9.46 DP46 — Flooding and washlands

a.

exclude specific guidance on flooding

This option would have relied on national and regional guidance (PPG25 and
the Regional Spatial Strategy). However, all 23 responses had been in favour
of specific guidance, particularly to do with flooding. Rejection of this option by
the Council would therefore, in all probability, have been welcomed by the
consultees.

include more specific guidance

Because of the concerns expressed about flooding, acceptance of this option
rather than its deletion by the Council may well have been favoured by
respondents.
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5.9.47 DP47 - Noise

a.

exclude specific guidance on noise

Reliance on national guidance (PPG24) would obviously be a possibility but
not one which would have appealed to most respondents, all of whom
regarded noise as an important issue which should be subject to specific
policy guidance in the Local Development Framework. The Council’s
rejection of this option would therefore closely correspond to the consultees’
concern about noise and how it should be dealt with.
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APPENDIX 1

Development Policies Development Plan Document Issues and Options

List of Consultees — September/October 2005

Mrs A Alderman

Mr R Barker

Mr M Bowes

Mr P Brown

Mr T Cunniffe

Mr G Ford

Mr D Gardiner Mrs L Gibbon

Mr & Mrs D Hart

Ms A Hodgson

Mr F Johnston-Banks

Ms J Kirk

Mr J Noone

Revd K M Phipps

Mr J Potter

Mr F Ritchie

Mrs L Shaw

Mr R Staples

V&B Taylor

Mrs J Thethi

Mr A Wake

Mr D Warhurst

Ainderby Quernhow Parish Rep
Ainderby Steeple Parish Meeting
Aiskew Parish Council

Aldwark Area Parish Council
Allertonshire Civic Society

Alne Parish Council

Angram Grange Parish Meeting
Appleton Wiske Parish Council
Bagby & Balk Parish Council
Barkers Northallerton Ltd

Bedale & Villages Community Plan Forum
Bedale Chamber of Trade

Bedale Financial Services

Bedale School (Community Education
Dept)

Bedale Scout Association

Bedale Town Council

Beningbrough Parish Meeting
Better Government for Local People
Bilsdale Midcable Parish Council
Birdforth Parish Rep

Birkby Parish Meeting

Borrowby Parish Council

Brafferton Parish Council
Brandsby-cum-Stearsby Parish Council
British Gas Properties

British Telecommunications Plc (NE)
Brompton Parish Council

Brompton Village Design Group
Burneston & Swainby Parish Council
Campaign to Protect Rural England
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Carlton Husthwaite Parish Meeting
Carlton Miniott Parish Council

Carlton-in-Cleveland Parish Council
Carthorpe Parish Council

Catton Parish Meeting

Citizens Advice Bureau

Clerk to Thorpe Underwood Parish
Council

Commission for Racial Equality
Countryside Agency

Coxwold Parish Council

CPRE

Crakehall with Langthorne Parish Council
Crathorne Parish Meeting

Crayke Parish Council
Dalby-cum-Skewsby Parish Meeting
Dalton Parish Council

Danby Wiske Parish Council
Darlington Borough Council

Defence Estate

DEFRA

Deighton Parish Rep

Department for Constitutional Affairs
Department for Work and Pensions
Department of Culture Media and Sport
Department of Health

Easby Parish Meeting

Easingwold & District Community Care
Association

Easingwold & Villages Forum
Easingwold District Guides Assoc
Easingwold Town Council

East Cowton Parish Council

East Harlsey Parish Council

Eldmire with Crakehill Parish Meeting
English Heritage, Historic Buildings &
Monuments Commission

English Nature

Environment Agency

Exelby, Leeming & Newton Parish Council
Faceby Parish Meeting

Farlington Parish Meeting

Firby Parish Rep

Forestry Commission

Foss Internal Drainage Board
Gatenby Parish Rep

Girsby Parish Meeting

Government Office Yorks and the Humber
Great & Little Broughton P Council
Great Ayton Parish Council

Great Busby Parish Meeting



Great Langton Parish Meeting North Yorkshire County Council Highways
Hackforth & Combined Parish Council Section
Harrogate Borough Council North Yorkshire County Council
Helperby Parish Council Community Education
Highways Agency North Yorkshire County Council Transport
Hillside Parish Council Northallerton & District Local History
HM Prison Service HQ Society
Hood Grange Parish Council Northallerton & District VSA
Howardian Hills AONB Northallerton & Villages Community Plan
Howe Parish Meeting Forum
Huby Parish Council Northallerton College
Hunters Property Group Northallerton Town Council
Husthwaite Parish Council Northern Electric (NE)
Hutchinson Orange Northumbrian Water Ltd
Hutton Bonville Parish Rep 02
Ingleby Arncliffe Parish Council One North East
Ingleby Greenhow Parish Council Osmotherley Area Parish Council
Kilburn Parish Council Oulston Parish Meeting
Kildale Parish Meeting Representative Over Dinsdale Parish Rep
Killerby Parish Rep Overton Parish Meeting
Kiplin Parish Meeting Peacock & Smith
Kirby Wiske & Newsham With Pickhill-with-Roxby Parish Council
Breckenbrough Parish Council Picton Parish Meeting
Kirkby Fleetham with Fencote P Council Planning Inspectorate
Kirkby-in-Cleveland Parish Council Potto Parish Council
Kirklington with Sutton Howgrave PC RAF Linton on Ouse
Knayton-with-Brawith Parish Council Rand Grange Parish Rep
Leake Parish Rep Raskelf Parish Council
Lewis and Coopers Redcar & Cleveland Borough Council
Linton-on-Ouse Parish Council Richmondshire District Council
Little Ayton Parish Meeting Romanby Parish Council
Little Busby Parish Meeting Rounton Parish Council
Little Langton Parish Rep Royal Mail Property Holdings
Marton-cum-Moxby Parish Meeting Rudby Parish Council
Maunby, Newby Wiske & South Rural Arts North Yorkshire
Otterington Parish Council Ryedale District Council
Middlesbrough Borough Council Ryedale Housing Association
Mobile Operators Association Sandhutton Parish Council
Morton-on-Swale Parish Council Scarborough Borough Council
Myton-on-Swale Parish Meeting Scruton Parish Council
NEDL Seamer Parish Council
Newburgh Parish Rep Sessay Parish Council
Newby Parish Council Sexhow Parish Meeting
Newton-on-Ouse Parish Council Shipton Parish Council
Nidderdale AONB Siltons & Kepwick Parish Council
North & East Yorks & N Lincs Strategic Skipton-on-Swale Parish Meeting
Health Authority Smeaton with Hornby P Council
North Kilvington Parish Rep Snape with Thorp Parish Council
North Otterington Parish Rep South Cowton Parish Rep
North York Moors National Park South Kilvington Parish Council
North Yorkshire County Council Policy South Tees Hospitals NHS Trust
Development Sowerby Parish Council
North Yorkshire County Council Social Sport England
Services Supporting People St Gregory's Church
North Yorkshire County Council Education St Johns Priory
and Library Services Stillington Parish Council

Stockton on Tees Borough Council
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